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Abstract: Land managers for the U. S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Helena National Forest
propose to change existing non-winter motorized public access routes and prohibitions for wheeled
motorized vehicles on National Forest System land within the Blackfoot travel planning area in the
Lincoln Ranger District. Consistent with travel planning regulations at 36 CFR part 212 subpart B, the
resulting available public motorized access routes and areas would be designated on a motor vehicle use
map (MVUM) and the prohibition at 36 CFR 261.13 would take effect.

Public motor vehicle use on National Forest System routes in the Helena National Forest is presently
managed consistent with the current travel management regulations. However, exceptions have been
identified based on public input and the criteria listed at 36 CFR 212.55 (2005 Travel Management Rule).
The overall objective of this proposal is to provide a manageable system of designated public motorized
access routes and areas, consistent with and to achieve the purposes of, Forest Service travel management
regulations at 36 CFR part 212 subpart B. We also propose to physically store, decommission, relocate,
and construct certain roads and trails as well as to designate a non-motorized trail system.

The preferred alternative (alternative 4) would designate motorized and non-motorized routes for non-
winter travel on the Lincoln Ranger District and would result in changes to the existing motorized and
non-motorized route system. Some roads and trails are proposed for closure and in this case, the preferred
alternative includes proposed levels of closure (storage levels and decommissioning levels, as described
in more detail in chapter 2).

Under alternative 4:

¢ Approximately 157 miles of roads would no longer be available for public wheeled motorized use
(289 miles of National Forest System roads would still be available and shown on the (MVUM))

¢ Approximately 7 miles of additional motorized trail would be designated (63 miles of motorized
trails would be available)

¢ Approximately 59 miles of additional non-motorized trails would be designated, including newly
mountain bike trail construction (130 miles for all non-motorized uses would be available)

¢ Approximately 4 miles of new motorized trail would be constructed and approximately 9 miles of
existing motorized trail would be reconstructed
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¢ Approximately 0.2 miles of new road would be constructed and approximately 0.6 miles of
existing road would be reconstructed

¢ Approximately 21 miles of new non-motorized trail would be constructed (20 miles of this would
be for new mountain bike trail construction) and approximately 3 miles of existing non-motorized
trail would be reconstructed

¢ Of the original 92 miles of road acquired via land purchase between 2006 and 2011,
approximately 57 miles would be identified for storage or decommissioning

¢ Of the approximately 60 miles of existing unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately
53 miles would be identified for closure or decommissioning

+ Approximately 82 miles of road would be stored (table 4)
¢ Approximately 212 miles of road would be decommissioned (table 4)
¢ Seven trailheads and two parking areas would be designated

Implementing this preferred travel plan alternative would require two programmatic amendments to the
Helena National Forest Plan. One amendment addresses big game security index. Alternative B is the
preferred programmatic plan amendment for big game security index and would establish a new standard
for elk security for those herd units within the planning area. This is discussed in more detail in chapter 2
and appendix F. The other Forest Plan programmatic amendment pertains to trails within Forest Plan
Management Area N1 (Research Natural Areas) and Management Area R1 (undeveloped land suited for
dispersed recreation). This is discussed further in chapter 2 and appendix I.

We prepared this Final EIS based on public and other agency comments received during the Draft EIS
comment periods and additional interdisciplinary team input. It includes the identification of our preferred
alternative; a new alternative developed after the public comment period on the Draft EIS. It incorporates
suggested corrections and changes made by the public (as summarized at the beginning of chapter 1 and
in appendix J) and additional internal discussion among the project interdisciplinary team to achieve a
balance between recreational/social resources and natural resource protection.

The 45-day comment period on the travel plan ended on March 11, 2013 and the 90-day comment period
on the forest plan amendment for big game security ended on April 25, 2013.

This Final EIS is somewhat different than the March 2014 Final EIS and its associated March 2014 draft
decision documents (Records of Decision) that were the subject of the predecisional administrative
review process (objection process). We distributed the FEIS and both the draft Blackfoot Travel Plan
Record of Decision (ROD) and the draft Big Game Security ROD on March 28, 2014, initiating the
respective 45-day and 60-day pre-decisional objection periods. We received 21 objections during the
objection period. We held an objection resolution meeting on June 25, 2014 and a second one on
December 10, 2014. This Final EIS has been revised since it was released in March 2014 to incorporate
direction provided by the July 28, 2014 letter from the Regional Forester regarding resolution of
objections and to fix an error in the cataloging of public comments received on the 2013 Draft EIS,
captured in appendix J of this Final EIS. A more complete list of changes made to this Final EIS since it
was issued in March 2014 is included in chapter 1 of this revised FEIS.
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Summary of the EIS

Introduction

Land managers for the U. S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Helena National Forest propose
to change existing non-winter motorized public access routes and prohibitions for wheeled motorized
vehicles on National Forest System land within the Blackfoot travel planning area in the Lincoln Ranger
District. Consistent with travel planning regulations at 36 CFR part 212 subpart B, the resulting available
public motorized access routes and areas would be designated on a motor vehicle use map (MVUM) and
the prohibition at 36 CFR 261.13 would take effect. The MVVUM would clearly identify roads and trails
and their designated motorized uses for forest visitors. Upon publishing the MVUM, public use of
wheeled motorized vehicles other than in accordance with the designations would be prohibited. We also
propose to physically store, decommission, relocate, and construct certain roads and trails as well as
designate a non-motorized trail system. The area affected includes approximately 238,000 acres of
National Forest System lands outside of the Scapegoat Wilderness on the Lincoln Ranger District. This
analysis is focused on non-winter use; travel routes over snow are not included and are addressed under
the recently completed Blackfoot/North Divide Winter Travel Plan decision.

Project Objectives and Development of the Proposed Action

The overall objective of this proposal is to provide a manageable system of designated public motorized
and non-motorized access routes and areas that is consistent with Forest Service travel planning
regulations (36 CFR 212 Subpart B), the 2005 Travel Management Final Rule, and Helena National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan as amended (Forest Plan) direction. (Note: Chapter 1 of this
EIS has a detailed discussion of the project objectives and the process to develop the proposed action and
alternatives).

To meet the overall objective, there is a need to:

> Designate public wheeled motorized and non-motorized use for roads and trails.

> Mitigate resource concerns associated with certain routes and uses (resource concerns by
route are described in more detail in the project record). For off-road motor vehicle use, the
objective is to minimize effects as described at 36 CFR 212.55(b).

> Ensure route system is in compliance with Forest Plan direction and NCDE Access
Management Guidelines (evaluated with Moving Windows analysis) for grizzly bear security
and habitat within the recovery zone.

» More closely align current science, local conditions and other information with elk security needs
that meet the intent of the Forest Plan; ensure Helena Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1986, as
amended) management direction applicable to big game security is up-to-date and based on the
best available information.

> Ensure the route system provides continued access for resource management needs (e.g.
vegetation management and fire).

» Ensure the route system minimizes exclusive use from and to private land and mining claims and
that all designated routes provide for public access.

> Reduce the complexity of the current Forest visitor’s map.
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>

>

Provide for wheeled motorized vehicle travel for camping and parking associated with
camping near designated system routes, including roads and trails (unless signed otherwise)
as long as no new permanent routes are created by this activity; no damage to existing
vegetation, soil, or water resource occurs; travel off-route does not cross streams; and travel
off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas.

Provide for parking safely next to the side of the road.

We developed the preferred travel plan alternative (alternative 4) to provide, access for recreation,
administration, private land and resource use, resource protection, and safety for forest users; to reduce or
prevent conflicting uses, and to reduce the complexity of existing district transportation system maps.

We used the following sideboards to develop the preferred travel plan alternative:

>

Roads and trails currently designated as closed are not assumed to remain designated as
closed.

Unclassified routes (also known as user-created routes, unauthorized routes; routes currently
not part of the road or trail inventory) and motorized routes will be identified on existing
condition maps and determined “open motorized,” “open non-motorized,” or “closed.”

Consider opportunities to reroute segments of designated routes to provide wheeled
motorized use and to better protect resource conditions.

Determine the long-term status of all routes and prescribe closure methods (as site-specific
information becomes available) as appropriate, including decommissioning.

Identify type and season of use (non-winter) for all system roads and trails.

Identify areas where wheeled motorized use would be appropriate as well as the type of use
for each area.

Clearly identify roads of open public access for the Washington Gulch/Jefferson Gulch Roads
as directed by a recent judicial court summary decision.

Identify opportunities for a broad spectrum of motorized and non-motorized uses.

Place emphasis on reducing the complexity of visitor maps by reducing the number of
different travel restriction types including seasonal restrictions; this will assist in making
travel management simple and concise (i.e. current plans have 12-15 different closures); the
process needs to be simplified for public understanding and management efficiency.

Continue to coordinate with the Bureau of Land Management, Montana Department of
Natural Resources and Conservation, and private land owners to identify access routes
necessary for land management and to reduce or eliminate routes that are not necessary to
meet the purpose and need for action or project objectives.

Incorporate collaborative efforts conducted since 2000 and the detailed information gathered
into the alternatives.

Allow administrative use for management needs and emergency access on open routes, routes
closed yearlong and routes closed seasonally.

If other existing unclassified routes are discovered that are not currently captured in this
analysis, these routes would not be identified as National Forest System routes and would
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therefore be closed to motorized use and legally unavailable to the public without further
NEPA analysis.

We developed the preferred big game security forest plan amendment alternative to address the need to
more closely align current science, local conditions,and other information with species’ needs that meet
the intent of the Forest Plan, and to ensure that the Helena National Forest Plan (1986) management
direction applicable to the road and trail system in the Blackfoot travel planning area is current and based
on the best available information, particularly related to big game security standards (as described in the
list of need statements above).

Public Involvement and Alternative Development

We originally initiated the Blackfoot travel planning process in 2000 as part of a Forestwide effort; we
developed a proposed action and asked for public scoping comments. The project was then delayed
because in January 2001, the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) issued a joint
decision known as the 2001 Tri-State Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Decision; this decision prohibited
motorized cross-country wheeled-vehicle travel on all NFS and BLM public lands in a three-state area
except on designated routes and areas. The decision amended nine Forest Plans, including the Helena
National Forest Plan (appendix A).

In 2004, we completed a Forest Roads Analysis report for Maintenance Level 1-5 roads (see glossary).

In 2005, the Forest Service issued new travel planning regulations (the 2005 Travel Management Rule;
USDA Forest Service 2005). It addressed national concerns about the effects of unmanaged motorized
off-highway vehicles (OHVs).

We reinitiated scoping on a new proposed action in 2010 and issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal Register at that time. (Note: Chapter 1 of this EIS has
a detailed discussion on public involvement and the development of Issues).

We received 336 comment letters in response to this effort. We coded, categorized and analyzed these
comments along with the results of continued internal scoping to develop a list of significant issues and
alternatives for analysis.

The significant issues identified included:

+ Wildlife (Grizzly Bear, Mountain Goat, EIk) Habitat and Security
¢ Water Quality and Fisheries

¢ Quality Motorized Trail/Route System

¢ Quality Non-motorized Trail/Route System

+ Continental Divide National Scenic Trail

As described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we used these significant issues to
develop alternatives to the initial proposed action. Three alternatives (alternative 1- no action; alternative
2 — proposed action; and alternative 3) were analyzed in detail in the DEIS and are described briefly
below and in detail in chapter 2.

Implementing this preferred travel plan alternative would require two programmatic plan amendments to
the Helena National Forest Plan. One amendment addresses big game security and existing Forest Plan
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standard 4(a) (USDA Forest Service 1986, as amended, pages 11-17 to 11-18). Alternative B is the
preferred programmatic plan amendment for big game security and would establish a new standard for elk
security for those herd units within the planning area. This is discussed in more detail in chapter 2 and
appendix F. The other Forest Plan programmatic amendment pertains to trails within Forest Plan
Management Area N1 (Research Natural Areas) and R1 (undeveloped land suited for dispersed
recreation). This is discussed further in chapter 2 and appendix I.

We published a notice of availability of the DEIS for comment in the Federal Register on January 25,
2013, and a legal notice of the opportunity to comment on the DEIS in the Helena Independent Record
February 2, 2013. The document was also posted to the Forest website.

A CD of the DEIS or a link to the DEIS were sent to 575 individuals, groups, agencies and tribes. The 45-
day comment period on the travel plan ended on March 11, 2013 and the 90-day comment period on the
forest plan amendment for big game security ended on April 25, 2013.

We received approximately 16,941 responses during the 45-day and 90-day public comment periods on
the DEIS; approximately16,434 commenters were from The Wilderness Society and submitted an
identical form letter, and approximately 507 commenters either submitted different form letters or original
comments. As a result of a detailed analysis of all of these comments received, we identified 284
comment letters (some associated with multiple senders) which we coded and categorized. The summary
of all comments received and the Forest Service responses can be found in appendix J. As a result of this
public input, we have made several adjustments to this FEIS, including the development of a new travel
plan alternative (alternative 4 — preferred alternative) and a new big game security forest plan amendment
alternative (alternative B — preferred alternative).

The four travel plan alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIS are:

Alternative 1 — No Action (No Change): This alternative would defer implementation of the 2005 Travel
Management Rule and would not result in a motor vehicle use map. No changes would be made to the
existing system of available public motorized routes and areas within the Blackfoot travel planning area.
The Forest Plan would not be amended under alternative 1. All existing standards for management areas
N1 and R1 would remain as written as would the existing Forest Plan standard 4(a) for big game security.

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action: This alternative would designate motorized and non-motorized routes
for non-winter travel on the Lincoln Ranger District and would result in changes to the existing motorized
and non-motorized route system. Some roads and trails are proposed for closure and in this case, the
proposed action includes proposed levels of closure (storage levels and decommissioning levels, as
described in more detail in chapter 2). Maps of the proposed action are in appendix G of this EIS.

Under alternative 2 — proposed action:

> Approximately 94 miles of roads would no longer be available for public wheeled motorized
use (352 miles of National Forest System roads would still be available and shown on the
MVUM)

> Approximately 36 additional miles of motorized trails would be designated (92 miles of
motorized trails would be available)

> Approximately 49 additional miles of non-motorized trails would be designated including new
mountain bike trail construction (120 miles of non-motorized trails would be available)

> Approximately 0.2 mile of road would be constructed




Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Summary

Approximately 2 miles of new motorized trail would be constructed

Approximately 31.5 miles of new non-motorized trail would be constructed (31 miles of this
would be for new mountain bike trail construction)

> Of the original 92 miles of road acquired through land acquisitionbetween 2006 and 2011,
approximately 62 miles would be identified for closure or storage

> Of the approximately 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 39
miles would be identified for closure, storage or decommissioning

> Approximately 135 miles of roads would be stored (table 4)
» Approximately 8 miles of roads would be decommissioned (table 4)
> Five trailheads and two parking areas would be designated

Under alternative 2, The Forest Plan would be amended. The wording in the Forest Plan would change for
management area N1 in order to allow management of a motorized trail within this area. The wording in
the Forest Plan would also change for Management Area R1 in order to allow management of a motorized
trail within this area.

Alternative 3: This alternative was developed to respond to the following significant issues: wildlife
habitat and security, wildlife travel corridors, fisheries and water quality, and quality non-motorized trail
system. It takes into account input regarding wildlife security and wildlife habitat improvements, water
guality and fish habitat, and enhanced non-motorized recreation opportunities while still providing for a
motorized recreational experience both on and off the trail. Like alternative 2— proposed action,
alternative 3 would be consistent with travel planning regulations and we would designate the resulting
available wheeled motorized access routes and areas on a motor vehicle use map. Maps of alternative 3
are in appendix G of this EIS

If alternative 3 were implemented:

> Approximately 144 miles of roads would no longer be available for public, wheeled motorized
use (302 miles of National Forest System roads would still be available and shown on the
MVUM)

> Approximately 9 miles of motorized trails would no longer be available for this use (47 miles of
motorized trails would be available)

> Approximately 87 miles of additional non-motorized trails would be designated (158 miles
would be available)

Approximately 3 miles of new motorized trail would be constructed

Approximately 0.2 miles of new road would be constructed and approximately 0.5 miles of road
would be reconstructed

> Approximately 31.5 miles of new non-motorized trail would be constructed (31 miles of this
would be for new mountain bike trail construction)

> Of the original 92 miles of roads acquired through land acquisitionbetween 2006 and 2011,
approximately 70 miles would be identified for closure, storage or decommissioning

> Of the approximately 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 54
miles would be identified for closure, storage or decommissioning
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> Approximately 76 miles of road would be stored (table 4)

> Approximately 200 miles of road would be decommissioned (table 4)

> Approximately five trailaheads and two parking areas would be designated

Under alternative 3, the Forest Plan would be amended. The wording in the Forest Plan would change
for management area N1 in order to allow management of a non-motorized trail within this area. The
Forest Plan would not need to be amended for management area R1 under alternative 3.

Alternative 4-Preferred Alternative: This alternative was developed to incorporate suggested
corrections and changes submitted by the public in response to the DEIS (as summarized at the beginning
of chapter 1 and in appendix I) as well as additional discussion from the project interdisciplinary team to
achieve a balance between recreational/social resources and natural resource protection.

Under alternative 4:

>

Approximately 157 miles of road would no longer be available for public, wheeled
motorized use (289 miles of National Forest System roads would still be available and
shown on the MVUM)

Approximately 7 miles of additional motorized trail would be designated (63 miles of
motorized trails would be available)

Approximately 59 miles of additional non-motorized trails would be designated, including
new mountain bike trail construction (130 miles would be available)

Approximately 4 miles of new motorized trail would be constructed and approximately 9
miles of existing motorized trail would be reconstructed

Approximately 0.2 miles of new road would be constructed and approximately 0.6 miles of
existing road would be reconstructed

Approximately 21 miles of hew non-motorized trail would be constructed (20 miles of this
would be for new mountain bike trail construction) and approximately 3 miles of existing
non-motorized trail would be reconstructed

Of the original 92 miles of road acquired through land acquisitionbetween 2006 and 2011,
approximately 57 miles would be identified for storage or decommissioning

Of the approximately 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 53
miles would be identified for closure or decommissioning

Approximately 82 miles of road would be stored (table 4)
Approximately 212 miles of road would be decommissioned (table 4).

Seven trailheads and two parking areas would be designated

Under alternative 4, the Forest Plan would be amended. The wording in the Forest Plan would change for
Management Area N1 in order to allow management of a non-motorized trail within this area. The
wording in the Forest Plan would also change for Management Area R1 in order to allow management of
a motorized trail within this area.

The two big game security Forest Plan amendment alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIS are:
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Alternative A — No Action: This alternative would retain the existing Big Game Security Forest Plan
Standard. In this case, ‘no action’ means that we would not amend the Forest Plan, and the existing Forest
Plan Forestwide Standard 4(a) for Big Game Security would not be changed.

Alternative B — Preferred Alternative: This alternative was designed to address size of security blocks,
effects of archery season on elk security, best science and local knowledge, and issues identified during
scoping and the DEIS comment period. It also expands consideration to all open motorized routes
(whereas alternative A only applies to roads). Alternative B would replace the existing Forest Plan Big
Game Standard 4(a). This change would be documented in a programmatic amendment to the Forest Plan
and would apply only to National Forest System lands within those portions of an elk herd unit that are
within the Lincoln Ranger District, Helena National Forest administrative boundary; it would not apply to
other portions of the Helena National Forest.

Consideration of Objections

We distributed the FEIS and both the draft Blackfoot Travel Plan Record of Decision (ROD) and the draft
Big Game Security ROD on March 28, 2014, initiating the respective 45-day and 60-day pre-decisional
objection periods. The Blackfoot Travel Plan draft ROD identified Travel Plan alternative 4 as the
selected alternative for implementation and the Big Game Security draft ROD identified Big Game
Security Forest Plan Amendment alternative B as the selected alternative.

We received 21 objections during the objection period. We held an objection resolution meeting on June
25, 2014 and a second one on December 10, 2014. We have revised this Blackfoot Travel Plan FEIS since
it was released in March 2014 to incorporate direction provided by the July 28, 2014 letter from the
Regional Forester and to fix an error in the cataloging of public comments received on the DEIS, captured
in appendix J. A more complete list of changes made to the FEIS since it was issued in March 2014 is
included in chapter 1 of the revised FEIS.

Responsible Official and Decision to be Made

The responsible official for the Blackfoot Travel Plan is the Forest Supervisor for the Helena National
Forest. Based upon the effects of the travel plan alternatives, he will decide whether to implement the
preferred alternative, the no action alternative, alternative 2, alternative 3, or a combination of the
analyzed alternative components considered in this document. Part of this decision will also include
whether to programmatically amend the Forest Plan for management area R1 and N1. He will also decide
whether to implement the programmatic big game security forest plan amendment preferred alternative or
the programmatic big game security forest plan amendment no action alternative. He will consider the
comments, disclosures of environmental consequences, and applicable laws, regulations, and policies in
making these decisions, stating the rationale in the Records of Decision (RODs).

A travel plan decision and big game security forest plan amendment decision would be made via Records
of Decision and would identify which travel plan alternative (1, 2, 3, or 4, or a combination of the
components of each) including whether to amend the forest plan for management areas R1 and N1) and
which big game security forest plan amendment alternative (A or B) is selected for implementation.

Summary of the Effects of the Alternatives

The effects of the preferred travel plan alternative and the other alternatives analyzed in detail are
summarized in Error! Reference source not found. that follows. The proposed big game security forest
plan amendment alternatives and the proposed forest plan amendment for management areas N1 and R1
are also included within this table. Detailed discussions by resource area are found in chapter 3.
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Table S- 1. Travel Plan alternative comparison by purpose and need, primary components and significant issues

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Achievement of Objectives and Purpose and Need

Provide manageable system
of designated public
motorized and non-
motorized access routes and
areas

Alternative 1would continue to
provide a manageable route
system and access to the
national forest. It would,
however, leave a number of
miles of road on the ground
not considered necessary for
the management of the
national forest.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 provide a manageable system of designated public motorized access
routes and provide detailed analysis of every road and trail on the system to determine effective
management of that road and trail (route).

Designate public wheeled
motorized and non-
motorized use for roads and
trails

Retains existing system of
roads and trails, and would
not result in a motor vehicle
use map. Occasional
administrative use would
continue to be allowed on
open routes, routes closed
yearlong and routes closed
seasonally

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 designate public wheeled motorized and non-motorized use for roads and
trails. An MVUM would be created for all designated motorized routes. Non-motorized routes
would be shown on the Forest Visitor Map. Would continue to allow occasional administrative
use on open routes, routes closed yearlong and routes closed seasonally.

Mitigate resource concerns
associated with certain
routes and uses

The current transportation
system would remain with
446 miles of designated NFS
roads and 56 miles of
motorized trail for a total of
502 motorized route miles; no
specific mitigations would be
applied except on a case-by-
case basis. Standard
operating procedures and
best management practices
would continue to be applied
where appropriate during
routine maintenance activities

The designated NFS route
system (roads and motorized
trails combined) would be
reduced by 58 miles or 12%.
Project design features and
best management practices
would be implemented for
alternative 2. Because there
would be fewer designated
motorized routes under
alternatives 2 than under
alternative 1, this reduction in
route density would also aid in
mitigating resource concerns
with those routes that are
closed, stored or
decommissioned.

The designated NFS route
system (roads and motorized
trails combined) would be
reduced by 153 miles or 30%.
Project design features and
best management practices
would be implemented for
alternative 3. Because there
would be fewer designated
motorized routes under
alternative 3 than under
alternatives 1 or 2, this
alternative and alternative 4
goes the furthest in reducing
route density and mitigating
resource concerns with those
routes that are closed, stored or
decommissioned.

Because alternative 3 would

The designated NFS route
system would be reduced by
150 miles or 30%. Project
design features and best
management practices
would be implemented for
alternative 4. Because there
would be fewer designated
motorized routes under
alternative 4 than under
alternatives 1 or 2, this
alternative and alternative 3
go the furthest in reducing
road density and mitigating
resource concerns with
those routes that are closed,
stored or decommissioned.

Because alternative 4 would
have the fewest roads

S-8




Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Summary

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

This reduction in route density
would also resultin a
reduction in off-route travel
within 300 feet of a
designated route because
there would be fewer
designated routes from which
this would be allowed. See
project design features
section in chapter 2.

have the fewest motorized trails
designated (compared to
alternatives 1, 2 or 4), it would
result in improved mitigation for
resource concerns associated
with these closed routes.

This reduction in route density
would also result in a reduction
in off-route travel within 300 feet
of a designated route because
there would be fewer
designated routes from which
this would be allowed.

designated (compared to
alternatives 1, 2 or 4), it
would result in improved
mitigation for resource
concerns associated with
these closed roads.

This reduction in route
density would also result in
a reduction in off-route travel
within 300 feet of a
designated route because
there would be fewer
designated routes from
which this would be allowed.

Ensure route system is in
compliance with Forest Plan
direction and NCDE Access
Management Guidelines
(evaluated with Moving
Windows analysis) for grizzly
bear security and habitat
within the recovery zone

Open road densities were analyzed under each alternative for Forest Plan consistency for this project. The FP standard threshold
of 0.55 miles per square mile is met under all alternatives.
A moving windows analysis was also conducted for the three grizzly bear subunits for consistency with the NCDE Access
Management Guidelines for open and total motorized routes densities and security core habitat. The Access Management
Guidelines are not fully met under any of the alternatives although Alts 3 and 4 would result in considerable improvement.

See Grizzly Bear in the Significant Issues section of this table for more details.

More closely align current
science, local conditions and
other information with elk
security needs that meet the
intent of the Forest Plan;
ensure Helena Forest Plan
(USDA Forest Service 1986,
as amended) management
direction applicable to big
game security is up-to-date
and based on the best
available information.

The big game security Forest
Plan programmatic
amendment alternative B
(preferred alternative) was
developed to address more
recent science, local
conditions, and other
information and therefore
addresses this need.

While the existing condition in
terms of travel planning would
remain unchanged in the
Travel Plan alternative 1, the
method by which big game
security during the hunting
season would be measured
would be based on that

If Forest Plan amendment alternative B (preferred alternative) is implemented with one of the
travel plan action alternatives (alternative 2, 3 or 4), this need would be met because the
preferred amendment alternative was developed based on local conditions, continued
collaboration with MFWP biologists, and the best available science related to big game security.
If Forest Plan amendment alternative A (no action) is implemented with one of the travel plan
action alternatives, this need would not be met.
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Summary- Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

associated with Forest Plan
programmatic amendment
alternative B, if selected.

Ensure the route system
provides continued access
for resource management
needs

Provides for adequate future
resource management on the
existing road system.

Provides for adequate future resource management on higher maintenance level roads.
Segments of new construction are proposed where considered necessary to improve
management of the national forest.

Ensure the route system
minimizes exclusive use
from and to private land and
mining claims and that all
routes provide for public
access wherever possible.

Does not address this:
exclusive use would continue
in some areas

Roads that fail to provide public access due to jurisdictional concerns are proposed for storage
(approximately 8 miles). Placing the roads in storage would prevent certain user groups (private
land owners and miners) from having access to the forest that is not given to the public, while
retaining those roads for future resource management needs.

Reduce the complexity of
the current travel map
(Forest Visitor Map)

The 12 different seasonal
closure codes would remain
and therefore map complexity
would not change. The
current ambiguity resulting
from the lack of clearly
designating motorized trails
as open to two-wheel
motorized or motorized 50
inches or less in width would
remain.

All non-motorized trails would
remain open to foot, stock,
and mountain bike traffic with
no exceptions.

A motor vehicle use map
(MVUM) would not be
produced under alternative 1;
a Forest Visitor Map would
continue to be used if
alternative 1 is selected for
implementation, and would
continue to be updated as
needed.

Alternative 2 would clearly
show the trails and roads
open to motorized use on a
MVUM and more specifically,
the type and season of
allowable motorized use.

There would be nine different
closure codes for alternative
2, reducing the number of
closure categories and
simplifying ease of use.
There would also be fewer
miles of open road, resulting
in an easier to read map. An
MVUM that clearly shows
open motorized routes would
be produced to supplement
the information available on
the Forest Visitor Map.

Designating motorized roads
and trails on an MVUM would
remove speculation by the
public as to the allowable use,
and dates of open use.

Alternative 3 would clearly show
the trails and roads open to
motorized use on a MVUM and
more specifically, the type and
season of allowable motorized
use.

There would be five different
closure codes for alternative 3,
substantially reducing the
number of closure categories
and simplying ease of use. This
alternative would go the furthest
in reducing map complexity. An
MVUM that clearly shows open
motorized routes would be
produced to supplement the
information available on the
Forest Visitor Map.

There would also be fewer
miles of open road, resulting in
an easier to read map.

Designating motorized roads
and trails on an MVUM would
remove speculation by the

Alternative 4 would clearly
show the trails and roads
open to motorized use on a
MVUM and more
specifically, the type and
season of allowable
motorized use.

There would be 10 different
closure codes for alternative
4, somewhat simplying ease
of use but not as much as
alternative 2 or 3. An MVUM
that clearly shows open
motorized routes would be
produced to supplement the
information available on the
Forest Visitor Map.

There would also be fewer
miles of open road, resulting
in an easier to read map.

Designating motorized roads
and trails on an MVUM
would remove speculation
by the public as to the
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Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Summary

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

The Forest Visitor Map
showing designated non-
motorized trails would be
updated to reflect the
allowable non-motorized uses
of the trails, and this would be
more detailed under
alternatives 2, 3 and 4 than
under alternative 1.

public as to the allowable use,
and dates of open use.

allowable use, and dates of
open use

Compared to alternatives 2
and 3, motorized trails would
be managed with 2
additional closure dates.

The Forest Visitor Map showing
designated non-motorized trails
would be updated to reflect the
allowable non-motorized uses
of the trails and this would be
more detailed under alternatives
2, 3 and 4 than under
alternative 1.

The Forest Visitor Map
showing designated non-
motorized trails would be
updated to reflect the
allowable non-motorized
uses of the trails and this
would be more detailed
under alternatives 2, 3 and 4
than under alternative 1.

Provide for wheeled motor
vehicle travel for camping
and parking associated with
camping near designated
system routes.

The 2001 Tri-State OHV
Decision allowed off-route
vehicle camping within 300
feet of roads and trails; but,
required visitors to select
camp sites by non-motorized
means and access these
campsites by the most direct
route causing the least
damage. These uses would
continue to be allowed under
alternative 1

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would allow wheeled motorized vehicle travel for camping and parking
associated with camping within 300 feet of designated motorized system routes, including roads
and trails (unless signed otherwise or specifically closed) as long as:

¢ No new permanent routes are created by this activity

 No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
e Travel off-route does not cross streams

e Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

e Recreationalists must use the most direct route to disperse camp
e Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

Provide for parking safely
next to the side of the road

All alternatives would provide for legal parking within 30 feet from the edge of the designated motorized route surface. Parking
next to the route means a person could still have a picnic, set up a campsite, ride their bicycle, hike, or do any other legal activity.

Primary Alternative Components1

Miles of designated NFS 446

roc;]aglse(m\albvl\\/ﬂoadnggrshown (would be shown on a Forest 352 302 289
alternative 2, 3 or 4) Visitor map)

Miles of designated 56 92 47 63

motorized trails
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Summary- Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Miles of designated non-
motorized trails (all

categories combined, 71 120 158 130
including mountain bike

trails)

Miles of road storage 0 135 76 82
Miles of road 0 8 200 212
decommissioning

Miles of new road

construction 0 0.2 0.2 0.2
Miles of road 0 0 05 0.6
reconstruction/relocation ) )
Miles of existing unclassified

routes that would be closed,

stored or decommissioned 0 39 54 53
(approximately 60 miles

exist now)

Miles of new motorized trail 0 2 3 4
construction

Miles of motorized trail

relocation/reconstruction 0 0 0 °
Miles of new non-motorized

tre}ll co.nstructlon (this is . 0 315 315 21
primarily for new mountain

bike trail construction)

Miles of nor_1-motor|zed 0 0 0 3
reconstruction

Total Miles of designated

mountain bike routes: 0 90 90 79
Mountain bike and foot travel 0 19 18 18
(hiking) 0 20 53 27
Mountain bike, foot travel 0 38 8 23
and horseback riding 0 1 1 1
Mountain bike, foot travel, 0 11 10 9

horseback riding and
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Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Summary

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

motorized trail
Mountain bike, foot travel,
and motorized trail

Mixed use along existing
road

Changes to CDNST, trail
#440 (approximate length is
50 miles)

No change; mix of motorized
and non-motorized use.

No change; mix of motorized
and non-motorized use.

Managed primarily for non-
motorized use; seasonal
motorized use (closed 9/1-6/30)
would be limited to
approximately 1 mile of trail and
the rest of the trail would be
managed for non-motorized
use.

Managed primarily for non-
motorized use;
approximately 3 miles of
non-motorized trail would be
reconstructed and
approximately 1 mile of trail
would be managed for
seasonal motorized use
(closed 10/15-6/30); overall
trail length would increase
by approximately 1 mile due
to reconstructed trail
sections

Changes to Helmville-Gould
Trail, trail #467 (approximate
length is 14 miles)

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

Managed for non-motorized use
from its intersection with
CDNST to Dalton Mountain.

Motorized use;
approximately 5 miles of
motorized trail would be
reconstructed; overall trail
length would increase by
approximately 1 mile due to
reconstructed trail sections

Changes to Stonewall Trail,
trail #417 (approximate
length is 5 miles)

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

Closed to wheeled motorized
use from 9/1-6/30 annually.

Seasonal motorized use for
vehicles 50 inches or less
(closed 10/15-6/30);
approximately 3 miles of
motorized trail would be
reconstructed; overall trail
length would increase by
approximately 1 mile due to
reconstructed trail sections

Number of trailheads and
parking areas designated

5 trailheads
2 parking areas

5 trailheads
2 parking areas

In addition to those included
in alternatives 2 and 3, two
additional trailheads would
be designated. Total:

7 trailheads

2 parking areas
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Summary- Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Forest Plan Amendment for
Management Area N1
(Granite Butte proposed
research natural area) and
R1 (Nevada Mountain)

The Forest Plan would not be
amended under alternative 1.
All existing standards for
management areas N1 and
R1 would remain as written

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
management area N1 in order
to allow management of a
motorized trail within this area.

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
Management Area R1 in order
to allow management of a
motorized trail within this area.

Effects of implementing this
amendment to other forest
resouces are included in each
resource section of chapter 3.
If notable changes are
expected, they are included in
this table.

The wording in the Forest Plan
would change for management
area N1 in order to allow
management of a non-
motorized trail within this area.

The Forest Plan would not be
amended for management area
R1 under alternative 3.

Effects of implementing this
amendment to other forest
resouces are included in each
resource section of chapter 3. If
notable changes are expected,
they are included in this table.

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
management area N1 in
order to allow management
of a non-motorized trail
within this area.

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
Management Area R1 in
order to allow management
of a motorized trail within
this area.

Effects of implementing this
amendment to other forest
resouces are included in
each resource section of
chapter 3. If notable
changes are expected, they
are included in this table.

Significant Issues

Terrestrial Wildlife
(See EIS chapter 3)

Elk

Summer range habitat
effectiveness (HE) in all
eight Elk Herd Units
(Arrastra Creek, Beaver
Creek, Flesher Pass, Keep
Cool, Lander’s Fork, Nevada
Creek, Ogden Mountain, and
Poorman):

Habitat effectiveness of 50%
is recommended

Currently, two of the eight elk
herd units provide 50% or
greater summer range habitat
effectiveness. For the 8 herd
units combined open road
density averages 2.45 mi/mi2
resulting in an average HE of
44.4%. Summer range road
densities and HE values
would remain unchanged
under this alternative.

Under alternative 2 open road
densities among the eight
herd units would decrease in
six herd units, remain
unchanged in one and
increase in one.
Correspondingly, HE values
would improve in six herd
units, remain unchanged in
one and decline in one.
Similar to alternative 1, only
two of eight herd units would

Under alternative 3 open road
densities decrease in 6 herd
units and remain unchanged in
two herd units.
Correspondingly, HE values
would improve in six herd units
and remain unchanged in two.
Similar to alternatives 1and 2,
only two of eight herd units
would provide 50% or greater
HE. For all eight herd units
combined the average for

Under alternative 4 open
road densities among the
eight herd units would
decrease in five herd units,
remain unchanged in two
and increase in one.
Correspondingly, HE values
would improve in 5 herd
units, remain unchanged in
two and decline in one.
Similar to alternatives 1, 2
and 3, only two of eight herd
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Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Summary

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

provide 50% or greater HE.
For all eight herd units
combined the average for
summer open road densities
would decline slightly to 2.3
mi/mi2 and the average HE
values would improve to 46%.

summer open road densities
would be reduced the most
under this alternative to 2.3
mi/mi2 resulting in the highest
average HE value of 46.5%.

units would provide 50% or
greater HE. For all eight
herd units combined the
average for summer open
road densities would decline
slightly to 2.33 mi/mi2 and
the average HE values
would improve to 45.6%.
Overall, in comparison to the
existing condition alternative
4 would result the least
improvement to summer
range open road density

Forest Plan Standard 4(a)
Hiding cover/Open road
density (miles/square mile)
during big game hunting
season (10/15 — 12/1)

Currently, only two of the
eight elk herd units meet the
hiding cover to open road
density ratio during hunting
season for Standard 4(a). Six
herd units do not meet the
minimum hiding cover
requirement therefore are not
capable of meeting Standard
4(a). Open road densities and
hiding cover would remain
unchanged under this
alternative.

Under alternative 2 those herd
units meeting or not meeting
standard 4a would remain
unchanged. The total average
road density for all eight herd
units would decline slightly
from 1.06 to 1.04 mi/mi2
however, hiding cover values
would remain unchanged.
Therefore, six of eight herd
units would remain incapable
of meeting the standard
regardless of road densities
because the minimum hiding
cover requirement for the
standard is not met.

Under alternative 3 those herd
units meeting the standard
would remain unchanged from
alternatives 1 and 2. Total road
densities would decrease more
than alternative 2 (from 1.06 to
.91 mi/mi2) however hiding
cover values would remain
unchanged. Therefore, six herd
units would continue to be
incapable of meeting the
standard regardless of road
densities because the minimum
hiding cover requirement is not
met.

Under alternative 4 those
herd units meeting the
standard would remain
unchanged from alternatives
1, 2, or 3. Total road
densities would decrease
more than alternatives 2 and
3 (from 1.06 to .86 mi/mi2)
however hiding cover values
would remain unchanged.
Therefore, six herd units
would continue to be
incapable of meeting the
standard regardless of road
densities because the
minimum hiding cover
requirement is not met.

Summer Range Hiding
Cover - Forest Plan
Standard 3 (maintain 50%
hiding cover per elk herd
unit, per the Forest Plan)

Forest Plan standard 3 for
summer range hiding cover is
currently met for three of the
eight elk herd units under the
current condition; this would
not change with
implementation of alternative
1. Based on MFWP elk
population estimates and
trends (FEIS Table 63)
resident elk are successfully
utilizing the landscape

No notable change in the
percent of hiding cover for any
of the 8 herd units. In total, 29
acres of hiding cover spacially
scattered across three herd
units would be affected. Two
of the three herd units would
continue to meet the FP
standard. Two acres (.01%) of
hiding cover would be
affected in the herd unit not
meeting the FP standard. The

Similar to alternative 2. No
notable change in the percent of
hiding cover for any of the eight
herd units. In total, 30 acres of
hiding cover spacially scattered
across 4 herd units would be
affected. Two of the four herd
units would continue to meet
the FP standard. Three acres of
hiding cover would be affected
within the two herd units not
meeting the FP standard. The

Similar to alternatives 2 and
3. No notable change in the
percent of hiding cover for
any of the eight herd units.
In total, 28 acres of hiding
cover spacially scattered
across five herd units would
be affected. Three of the five
herd units would continue to
meet the FP standard. Four
acres of hiding cover would
be affected within the two
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Summary- Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

regardless of current hiding
cover conditions supporting
the intent of FP Standard 3.

total acres of hiding cover that
would be affected is
sufficiently small that the
percent hiding cover for each
of the eight herd units would
remain unchanged and
consistent with existing
condition represented by Alt
1. Of these acres, up to 19
(depending on the alternative)
would be removed from herd
units currently below standard
3. However, the removal of
hiding cover does not change
the remaining hiding cover
percentages in those herd
units currently below the
Forest Plan threshold. And,
the effect of removing hiding
cover for road/trail
construction/reconstruction is
negligible in terms of
changing how elk use the
landscape. The proposed
construction and
reconstruction of trails and
roads are primarily in
locations already heavily
roaded.

total acres of hiding cover that
would be affected is sufficiently
small that the percent hiding
cover for each of the eight herd
units would remain unchanged
and consistent with existing
condition represented by Alt 1.
Please see additional language
under Alt 2.

herd units not meeting the
FP standard.The total acres
of hiding cover that would be
affected is sufficiently small
that the percent hiding cover
for each of the eight herd
units would remain
unchanged and consistent
with existing condition
represented by Alt 1. Please
see additional language
under Alt 2.

Elk security:

Big game security forest
plan amendment alternative
A (no change; keep existing
Forest plan standard 4(a)) —
existing standard is based
on the relationship between
the amount of hiding cover in
an EHU and the open road
density during big game rifle
season.

Under the existing condition,

only 2 of the 8 elk herd units

meet the existing Forest Plan
standard

Two of the eight elk herd units
would continue to meet the
existing Forest Plan standard,
even with reductions in open
road density.

Proposed reductions in
hunting season road access
(with consequent benefits for
elk) do not result in any of the
sub-standard EHUs moving
into compliance with standard
4a. This illustrates the

Two of the eight elk herd units
would continue to meet the
existing Forest Plan standard,
even with reductions in open
road density.

Proposed reductions in hunting
season road access (with
consequent benefits for elk) do
not result in any of the sub-
standard EHUs moving into
compliance with standard 4a.
This illustrates the concern that

Two of the eight elk herd
units would continue to meet
the existing Forest Plan
standard, even with
reductions in open road
density.

Proposed reductions in
hunting season road access
(with consequent benefits
for elk) do not result in any
of the sub-standard EHUs
moving into compliance with
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

concern that the existing big
game security index, as
currently defined in the Forest
Plan, is not a particularly
sensitive indicator of changing
elk security conditions.

the existing big game security
index, as currently defined in
the Forest Plan, is not a
particularly sensitive indicator of
changing elk security
conditions.

standard 4a. This illustrates
the concern that the existing
big game security index, as
currently defined in the
Forest Plan, is not a
particularly sensitive
indicator of changing elk
security conditions.

Elk Security:

Big game security forest
plan amendment alternative
B (proposed new Forest
Plan Standard 4(a)

Proposed new standard
focuses on the size and
distribution of large habitat
blocks to which vehicle
access is limited and relies
less on obtainable levels of
hiding cover and FP
Standard 3.

As measured according to
Forest Plan programmatic
amendment alternative B,
alternative 1 would result in
an average of 48% elk
security across that portion of
all herd units within the
administrative boundary.

Security would increase in six
out of the eight elk herd units
and would average 51%
across all elk herd units
combined. This would be an
improvement over the existing
condition due to road density
reductions proposed under
alternative 2.

Security would increase in six
out of the eight elk herd units
and would average 61% across
all elk herd units combined. This
would be an improvement over
the existing condition and
alternative 2 due to greater road
density reductions proposed
under alternative 3.

Security would increase in
six out of the eight elk herd
units and would average
56% across all elk herd units
combined. This would be an
improvement over the
existing condition and
alternative 2 due to greater
road density reductions
proposed under alternative
4, but would be less of an
improvement over that
proposed for alternative 3.

Winter Range Thermal
Cover - Forest Plan
Standard 3 by Elk Herd Unit
(maintain 25% thermal cover
within elk winter range)

None of the eight herd units
meet the FP standard for
winter range thermal cover
under the existing condition.
There would be no change to
winter range thermal cover
under this alternative. Based
on MFWP elk population
estimates and trends (FEIS
Table 63) resident elk are
successfully utilizing the
landscape regardless of
current thermal cover
conditions supporting the
intent of FP Standard 3.

Alternative 2 trail construction
could potentially impact a total
of 5.7 acres of winter range
thermal cover within two herd
units. In the Beaver creek
EHU 0.2 acres could be
impacted by motorized trail
construction and 1.5 acres by
non-motorized trail
construction. In the Poorman
EHU 3.6 acres could be
impacted by non-motorized
trail construction. Trails would
only be cleared to a width of 8
feet therefore the minimal
patch size associated with the
linear nature of any
disturbance to thermal cover
due to trail construction would
have insignificant effects upon

Alternative 3 potential impacts
to winter range thermal cover
are the same as those
described for alternative 2, the
project will remain consistent
with the existing condition
represented by Alt 1.

Alternative 4 potential
impacts to winter range
thermal cover are similar to
those described for
alternative 2 although total
acres of winter range
thermal cover that could be
impacted would be reduce
by 1.5 acres due to less
non-motorized trail
construction in the Poorman
EHU. Based on these
findings, the project will
remain consistent with the
existing condition
represented by Alt 1.
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

wintering elk or the ability of a
forest stand to function as
thermal cover. Based on
these findings, the project will
remain consistent with the
existing condition represented
by Alt 1.

Grizzly Bear

NCDE Access Management
Guidelines (19/19/68)

Open motorized route
density (OMRD)
guideline is less than or
equal to 19% of the
area.

Total motorized route
density (TMRD)
guideline is less than or
equal to 19 % of the
area.

Security core (CORE)
habitat guideline is
greater than or equal to
68% of the area.Open
motorized route density
(OMRD) guideline is
less than or equal to
19% of the area.

Subunit -
OMRD/TMRD/CORE

Alice creek........... 10/18/70
Arrastra creek....... 19/21/72
Red Mountain......... 26/25/56

Alice creek........... 17/13/74
Arrastra creek....... 17/18/75
Red Mountain......... 24/23/61

Alice creek............ 13/9/76
Arrastra creek....... 16/17/76
Red Mountain.......... 21/21/64

Alice creek............ 14/9/76
Arrastra creek....... 16/17/76
Red

Mountain......... 20/21/63

Forest Plan standard for
open road density in
Occupied Habitat

Forest Plan Standard is not
to exceed 0.55 miles per
square mile of road

0.46 mi/mi2 —Guideline is met

0.42 mi/mi2 —Guideline is met

0.36 mi/mi2 —Guideline is met

0.34 mi/mi —Guideline is met

Grizzly Bear Summary —
Forest Plan standard and

Open road density in
occupied habitat would

Implementing alternative 2
would go further than

Implementing alternative 3
would reduce open road density

Implementing alternative 4
would reduce open road
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

interagency NCDE recovery
zone guidelines & potential
effects associated with key
grizzly bear habitats and
season of use

remain at 0.46 miles/square
mile and would continue to be
in compliance with the Forest
Plan standard.

For the NCDE access
management guidelines
(19/19/68 guidelines for
OMRD, TMRD, and CORE)
the Alice creek subunit meets
all three guidelines; the
Arrastra creek subunit meets
OMRD and CORE, but not
TMRD and; the Red Mtn.
Subunit is in a degraded
baseline not meeting any of
the three guidelines.

alternative 1 in meeting the
Forest Plan standard and
interagency guidelines; it
would reduce open road
density in occupied habitat by
0.04 miles/square mile.

For the NCDE access
management guidelines
alternative 2 would improve
TMRD and CORE in all three
subunits and OMRD in two
subunits. In the Alice creek
subunit OMRD would remain
within the guideline, but as is
common among the action
alternatives, would increase
as a result of opening
acquired lands to motorized
use. Both Alice creek and
Arrastra creek subunits would
meet all three guidelines
under alternative 2. Although
OMRD, TMRD, and CORE
would all improve in the Red
Mtn. subunit none of the
guidelines would be met and
the subunit would continue to
have a degraded baseline.

and would go further than
alternatives 1 and 2 in meeting
the Forest Plan standard and
interagency guidelines; it would
reduce open road density by
0.10 miles/square mile.

Alternative 3 does more to
improve conditions for each of
the subunits, individually as well
as collectively than alternative
2. Similar to alternative 2, Alice
and Arrastra creek subunits
would meet all three guidelines
but the Red Mtn subunit would
continue to exceed all three
guidelines. Alternative 3 does
the most among the alternatives
to limit the season of use,
particularly on motorized trails,
reducing the duration and
distribution of disturbance to
bears.

density in occupied habitat
and would go further than
alternatives 1 and 2 in
meeting the Forest Plan
standard and interagency
guidelines; it would reduce
open road density by 0.12
miles/square mile.

For open road density for FP
occupied habitat and NCDE
access management
guidelines the values for
alternative 4 are very similar
to those for alternative 3.
The potential to impact
bears would be greater
under alternative 4 however,
due to: the extended
duration of use compared to
alternative 3 on several
motorized routes;
improvements to the upper
portion of Stonewall trail
#417 that would remove
whitebark pine and increase
the footprint of motorized
travel along the ridge and;
the development of a
connector trail between
acquired lands and the Alice
creek drainage.

Mountain Goat

Motor vehicle use in the
Stonewall and Red Mountain
areas and the connecting
ridgeline for mountain goats

Alternative 1 would not
change the existing condition.
Alternative 1 allows the
longest duration for motorized
use to potentially impact
goats. Trail #417 would
remain open without seasonal
restrictions and trail U-330-
B1, although closed, would
continue to support some

Alternative 2 is not
substantially different than
alternative 1 and the potential
to impact mountain goats
would be similar. Trail #417
the supports the greatest use
would continue to be
managed without seasonal
restrictions and U-330-B1
would continue to support

Alternative 3 would do the most
to reduce the duration of
impacts to goats by seasonally
restricting motorized use of trail
#417 from 9/1-6/30.
Decommissioning trail U-330-
B1 from Stonewall Mtn. to
Cotter Basin would also reduce
unauthorized single track use.
Similar to alternative 2, trail

Alternative 4 would provide
some benefit to goats by
restricting motorized use of
trail #417 from 10/15 — 6/30.
Compared to alternatives 1
& 2 the duration of impacts
would be shorter although
motorized use is typically
minimal during the restricted
period due to weather and
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

limited unauthorized use as a

some unauthorized single
track use. Closing trail #485 to
single track motorized use
would reduce disturbance
improve habitat availability in
the head of Copper creek
drainage. Common to
alternatives 2, 3, & 4 future
motorized use is anticipated
to increase more than it would
under alternative 1 due to the
development of additional
trailheads and connected
motorized trail system.

#485 would be non-motorized
reducing the area of motorized
disturbance to goats.

snow. The alternative 4
seasonal restriction has
considerably less benefit to
goats than would the shorter
season of use under
alternative 3. Improvements
to upper portion of trail 417
would increase motorized
use along the ridge with
greater potential to disturb
or displace goats than
alternatives 1, 2 or 3. The
impacts associated with
trails U-330-B1 and 485
would be similar to
alternative 3. Closing Cotter
mine road 330-B1 under
alternative 4 may provide
some additional benefit to
goats although the area
receives very limited use by
goats.

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive (TES)
Terrestrial Wildlife Species

Likely to adversely affect
grizzly bear. May affect, but
not likely to adversely affect
lynx or lynx critical habitat. No
jeopardy to wolverine. May
impact individuals of three
sensitive species but would
not contribute toward a trend
for federal listing or a loss of
viability (MIIH) determination
for all species; would not
impact 2 sensitive species

Likely to adversely affect
grizzly bear. May affect, but
not likely to adversely affect
lynx or lynx critical habitat; No
jeopardy to wolverine; May
impact individuals of four
sensitive species but would
not contribute toward a trend
for federal listing or a loss of
viability (MIIH) determination
for all species; would not
impact 1 sensitive species.

Likely to adversely affect grizzly
bear. May affect, but not likely
to adversely affect lynx or lynx
critical habitat; No jeopardy to
wolverine; May impact
individuals of four sensitive
species but would not contribute
toward a trend for federal listing
or a loss of viability (MIIH)
determination for all species;
would not impact 1 sensitive
species.

Likely to adversely affect
grizzly bear. May affect, but
not likely to adversely affect
lynx or lynx critical habitat;
No jeopardy to wolverine;
May impact individuals of
four sensitive species but
would not contribute toward
a trend for federal listing or a
loss of viability (MIIH)
determination for all species;
would not impact 1 sensitive
species.

(See EIS chapter 3)

Hydrology & Water Quality and Fisheries

General Hydrology
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Modeled reduction in
sediment delivery from roads
to streams (approximately
285 tons/year are currently
being delivered to streams)

No change; alternative 1
would not result in a reduction
of sediment delivery from
roads to streams.

Minor improvements could
occur over time as part of
routine, on-going
transportation system
maintenance and on a
project-by-project basis.

Alternatives 2 would result in
an approximate 3-tons/year
reduction in sediment delivery
from roads to streams due to
road storage and
decommissioning actions.

Alternative 3 would result in an
approximate 6-tons/year
reduction in sediment delivery
from roads to streams due to
road storage and
decommissiong actions.

Alternative 4 would provide
the greatest opportunity for
reduction of sediment
delivery from roads to
streams. It would result in an
approximate 8-tons/year
reduction in sediment
delivery from roads to
streams due to road storage
and decommissiong actions.

Number of stream crossings
that would be
decommissioned and
restored (585 stream
crossings currently exist)

17

128

131

Number of potential culverts
removed on storage
roads(585 stream crossings
currently exist, many of
these with culverts)

82

49

49

Route miles to be
decommssioned within 150
feet of streams
(approximately 181 miles of
road within 150 feet of
streams currently exist)

34

36

Miles of new motorized route
construction or
reconstruction within 150
feet of streams

0.2

0.7

0.8

Number of new stream
crossings associated with
new motorized route
construction or
reconstruction

Miles of unclassified routes
added to the system within
150 feet of streams
(approximately 16 miles of
unclassified routes currently

13
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

exist within 150 feet of
streams)

Number of stream crossings
on unclassified routes added
to the system (53 stream
crossings on unclassified
routes currently exist)

38

Watersheds containing
sediment impaired streams
on the Montana 303(d) list

No measurable change; the
11 watersheds containing
streams listed by the Montana
Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) as having
impaired water quality would
not improve and would
continue to not fully meet
beneficial uses due to
sedimentation, among other
impairments

However, there may be some
small improvements in
watershed condition across
the planning area over time
from routine transportation
sytem maintenance activiites
and expected future project-
level stream crossing
replacements

4 out of the 11 watersheds

containing impaired streams

would see reductions in

sediment delivery. In addition,

9 out of the 11 watersheds
would see other
improvements from road

decommissioning and stream

crossing/culvert removals.

5 out of the 11 watersheds
containing impaired streams
would see reductions in
sediment delivery. In addition,
10 out of the 11 watersheds
would see other improvements
from road decommissioning and
stream crossing/culvert
removals.

5 out of the 11 watersheds
containing impaired streams
would see reductions in
sediment delivery. In
addition, 10 out of the 11
watersheds would see other
improvements from road
decommissioning and
stream crossing/culvert
removals.

Inland Fish Strategy Riparian

Habitat Conservation Areas (INFISH RHCASs) — applies to are

as west of the Continental Divide in the planning area

Motorized routes stored or
decommissioned in all
RHCA categories combined
(50 feet to 300 feet on either
side of a stream)

0 miles — no reduction in open
motorized routes in RHCAs

22 miles or a reduction of
approximately 2 percent

40 miles or a reduction of
approximately 35 percent

40 miles or a reduction of
approximately 35 percent

Stream crossings restored
on stored or
decommissioned routes in
all RHCA categories

88

157

157
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

combined

(50 feet to 300 feet on either
side of a stream)

New motorized route
construction or
reconstruction in all RHCA
categories combined

(50 feet to 300 feet on either
side of a stream)

0.2

0.8

0.8

Other Water Quality and Fisheries Indicators

Motorized routes stored or

decommissioned (miles) in

east-side RHCAs (150 feet
from perennial streams)

(There are 17 miles of
existing open motorized
routes in east-side RHCASs)

2.4 miles or a 14 percent
reduction

3 miles or an 18 percent
reduction

3 miles or an 18 percent

reduction

Miles of high/moderate risk
motorized routes with
relationship to fish bearing
streams decommissioned

18.6

324

32.1

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive Aquatic
species

e Likely to adversely affect
bull trout and likely to
adversely affect bull trout
critical habitat

e  MIIH for western
pearlshell mussel and
westslope cutthroat trout

e Likely to adversely affect
bull trout and likely to
adversely affect bull trout
critical habitat

e  MIIH for western
pearlshell mussel and
westslope cutthroat trout

e Likely to adversely affect
bull trout and likely to
adversely affect bull trout
critical habitat

e  MIIH for western pearlshell
mussel and westslope
cutthroat trout

o Likely to adversely
affect bull trout and
likely to adversely affect
bull trout critical habitat

e  MIIH for western

pearlshell mussel and
westslope cutthroat

trout

Consistency of alternatives
with Forest Plan guidance
for threatened, endangered
and sensitive fish and
aquatic species

Alternative 2 will not move the
planning area toward desired
conditions and is therefore
not consistent with the Forest
Plan for TES fish and aquatic
species. The current road

Alternative 2 is consistent with
the Forest Plan for TES fish
and aquatic species and
would move the planning area
toward desired conditions but
less so than under

Alternative 3 is consistent with
the Forest Plan for TES fish and
aquatic species and moves the
planning area toward desired
conditions. Considering all
action alternatives, alternatives

Alternative 4 is consistent
with the Forest Plan for TES
fish and aquatic species and
moves the planning area
toward desired conditions.

Considering all action

S-23




Summary- Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

system condition and its
location have negative
impacts to fisheries and
aqguatic species due to
culverts that block fish
passage and are at risk or
failure, and sedimentation
from roads within RHCAs that
reduce riparian and floodplain
connectivity and function.

alternatives 3 and 4.
Alternative 2 would restore
riparian areas and stream
channels, improving Riparian
management objectives
(RMOs) and reducing
negative impacts to fisheries
and aquatic species due to
culvert removals that block
fish passage and are at risk or
failure. Alternative 2 would
have only an approximate 2%
reduction in open motorized
routes in RHCA buffers.
Alternative 2 would reduce
sedimentation from roads to
streams that reduce riparian
and floodplain connectivity
and function, but would not
improve conditions as much
as alternative 3 or 4

3 and 4 are very similar in the
improvement expected to
riparian areas and stream
channels, improving RMOs and
reducing negative impacts to
fisheries and aquatic species
due to culvert removals that
block fish passage and are at
risk or failure. Like alternative 4,
alternative 3 would have an
approximate 35% reduction in
open motorized routes in RHCA
buffers,with removal of
hundreds of stream crossings
and culverts. While there is less
than 1 mile or new route
constructed planned under
alternative 3 and 4, this route
construction would be
implemented with all project
design features and best
management practices to
ensure any adverse effects are
minimized. Approximately 1
mile of unclassified routes
would be added to the system
in RHCAs and these would also
be subject to routine
maintenance and best
management practices. Over 32
miles of high risk roads would
be decommissioned, slightly
more than that proposed for
alternative 4. Sedimentation to
streams would also be reduced
(but not as much as it would
under alternative 4) and this will
improve riparian and floodplain
connectivity and function.

alternatives, alternatives 3
and 4 are very similar in the
improvement expected to
riparian areas and stream
channels, improving RMOs
and reducing negative
impacts to fisheries and
aguatic species due to
culvert removals that block
fish passage and are at risk
or failure. Like alternative 3,
alternative 3 would have an
approximate 35% reduction
in open motorized routes in
RHCA buffers, with removal
of hundreds of stream
crossings and culverts.
While there is less than 1
mile or new route
constructed planned under
alternative 3 and 4, this
route construction would be
implemented with all project
design features and best
management practices to
ensure any adverse effects
are minimized. Less than 2
miles of unclassified routes
would be added to the
system in RHCAs and these
would also be subject to
routine maintenance and
best management practices.
Approximately 32 miles of
high risk roads would be
decommissioned, slightly
less than that proposed for
alternative 3. Sedimentation
to streams would also be
reduced and this would be
greater than for alternative
3) and this will improve
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

riparian and floodplain
connectivity and function.

Quality motorized trail/route

system

(See EIS chapter 3 Transportation and Recreation sections)

Miles of roads and routes
open for motorized use and
overall extent of the system
for motorized users

446 miles of road

The miles of roads available
for public use would remain at
446. This would include a
number of routes acquired as
part of land exchanges as
well as unclassified routes.
Many of these roads have
been determined to not be
necessary for forest
management.

56 miles of motorized trail

The miles of motorized trail
available for public use would
remain at 56 miles.

352 miles of road

The miles of roads available
would drop from 446 to 352
miles for a 94-mile reduction.
All routes acquired through
land exchange and
unclassified routes would be
included in the route system,
closed or removed from the
system. Ninteen miles of
roads would be allowed to
naturally reclaim. Additionally
8 miles would be
decommissioned and 135
miles would be put in storage,
which means being treated to
ensure they are not causing
long- term damage, but left on
the landscape for possible
future use.

92 miles of motorized trail

Designated motorized trails
would increase overall but
under alternatives 2, 3, and 4
motorized recreationists
would lose some riding
opportunities currently
available to them. In addition,
these alternatives each
incorporate restrictions on the
season of motorized use on
designated motorized trails.
These losses and restrictions
would be offset to some
degree by new motorized trail

302 miles of road

The miles of roads available
would drop from 446 to 302
miles for a 114 mile reduction
from the existing condition. All
routes acquired through land
exchange and unclassified
routes would be included in the
route system, closed or
removed from the system. 76
routes would be placed in
storage and 200 miles
decommissioned. No roads
would be allowed to naturally
reclaim under this alternative.
This alternative is an
improvement over alternative 2
in terms of miles of road left on
the landscape but does not go
as far as alternative 4.

47 miles of mototized trail

Designated motorized trails
would decrease. Under
alternatives 2, 3, and 4
motorized recreationists would
lose riding opportunities
currently available to them. In
addition, these alternatives
each incorporate restrictions on
the season of motorized use on
designated motorized trails.
These losses and restrictions
would be offset to some degree
by new motorized trail
construction and road to trail

289 miles of roads

The miles of roads available
would drop from 446 to 289
miles for a 157-mile
reduction. All routes
acquired through land
exchange and unclassified
routes would be included in
the route system, closed or
removed from the system.
212 miles would be
decommissioned and 82
roads would be placed in
storage. Under this
alternative there would be
no roads allowed to naturally
reclaim. This alternative
results in the smallest road
system of the alternatives.
From the transportation
perspective, care of this
road system would be the
least cost to operate.

63 miles of motorized trail

Designated motorized trails
would increase but under
alternatives 2, 3, and 4
motorized recreationists
would lose some riding
opportunities currently
available to them. In
addition, these alternatives
each incorporate restrictions
on the season of motorized
use on designated
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

construction and road to trail
conversions.

conversions. Alternatives 3 and
4 do not provide any single-
track opportunities for
motorcycles, but motorcycles
could continue to use any
motorized trail open to vehicles
50 inches or less.

motorized trails. These
losses and restrictions
would be offset to some
degree by new motorized
trail construction and road to
trail conversions.
Alternatives 3 and 4 do not
provide any single-track
opportunities for
motorcycles, but
motorcycles could continue
to use any trail open to
vehicles 50 inches or less.

Miles of roads available for
possible motorized, mixed
use

Designating NFS roads for motorized mixed use requires an engineering analysis and must be completed by a qualified engineer.
Analysis would occur on a road by road basis after completion of the planning process and implemented over time.

Miles of new motorized trail
construction

Overall ease-of-use of the
motor vehicle use map for
motorized users (level of
complexity)

See the row ‘Reduce the complexity of the current travel map (Forest Visitor Map)' under the section ‘Achievement of Objectives
and Purpose and Need’ previously in this table

Quality non-motorized trail/route system
(See EIS chapter 3 Transportation and Recreation sections)

Miles of routes open for non-
motorized use only overall
extent of the system for non-
motorized users

71 miles (all mixed non-
motorized use).

120 miles of non-motorized
use (19 miles foot and
mountain bike; 101 miles foot,
stock and mountain bike)

The additional miles of non-
motorized trail would be
comprised of segments of
previously closed and open
roads in addition to some
motorized trails.

158 miles of non-motorized
trails (42 miles foot and stock;
18 miles foot and mountain
bike; 98 miles, foot, stock and
mountain bike). This alternative
would close Scapegoat
Wilderness portal trails to
mountain bikers*

The additional miles of non-
motorized trail would be
comprised of segments of
previously closed and open
roads in addition to some
motorized trails.

130 miles of non-motorized
trails (21 miles foot and
stock; 18 miles foot and
mountain bike; 90 miles foot,
stock and mountain bike)

The additional miles of non-
motorized trail would be
comprised of segments of
previously closed and open
roads in addition to some
motorized trails.
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Miles of new non-motorized
trail construction or miles of
new non-motorized routes
designated on existing
routes

315

315

24

Overall ease-of-use of non-
motorized trail system for
non-motorized users (level
of complexity)

See earlier entry in this table for ‘Reduce the complexity of the current travel map (Forest Visitor Map)' under Achievement of
Purpose and Need for each alternative

Continental Divide National Scenic Trail
(See EIS chapter 3 section on Recreation)

Consistency of alternatives
with the intent of the 2009
CDNST Comprehensive
Plan and the Forest Plan

No change. The CDNST
would continue to be a mix of
motorized and non-motorized
sections.

Approximately 25 percent of
the trail would be designated
for motorized use and
approximately 75 percent for
non-motorized use.

This is somewhat inconsistent
with the Comprehensive Plan
that encourages non-
motorized use. It is also
somewhat inconsistent with
Forest Plan direction for
management area N1
(Research National Areas)
because a motorized portion
of the CDNST occurs here
(see appendix I) but trails are
not allowed in this MA.

No change: same as
alternative 1

An approximately 1-mile
motorized segment would
remain open between NFS road
485 and the junction of the
Helmville/Gould trail. This
segment is on a road that
existed prior to November 10,
1978, thus continued motorized
use here would be compliant
with National CDNST
management direction. The
remainder of the CDNST would
be open to a mix of non-
motorized uses depending upon
the segment. This is consistent
with the Comprehensive plan.

Approximately 2 percent of the
trail would be designated for
motorized use and
approximately 98 percent for
non-motorized use, a
substantial reduction in
motorized use compared to
alternatives 1 and 2.

Because a programmatic forest
plan amendment is proposed
for Management Area N1 under

An approximately 1- mile
motorized segment would
remain open between NFS
road 485 and the junction of
the Helmville/Gould trail.
This segment is on a road
that existed prior to
November 10, 1978, thus
continued motorized use
here would be compliant
with National CDNST
management direction. The
remainder of the CDNST
would be open to a mix of
non-motorized uses
depending upon the
segment. This is consistent
with the Comprehensive
plan. This would provide
motorized access to the east
end of trail 467 and the
northwest terminus of the
Cellar/Ogilvie OHV trail
(312) managed by the
Helena National Forest .
The remainder of the
CDNST would be open to
foot, stock, and mountain
bike traffic including the 3
miles of proposed hew
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

this alternative, alternative 3
would be consistent with the
Forest Plan. The amendment
would allow the management of
a non-motorized segment of the
CDNST in this MA

construction that would
reroute the trail around
private property and move
trail users off segments of
the CDNST co-located with
roads open to highway legal
vehicles.

Approximately 2 percent of
the trail would be designated
for motorized use and
approximately 98 percent for
non-motorized use, a
substantial reduction in
motorized use compared to
alternatives 1 and 2.

Because a programmatic
forest plan amendment is
proposed for Management
Area N1 under this
alternative, alternative 4
would be consistent with the
Forest Plan. The
amendment would allow the
management of a non-
motorized segment of the
CDNST in this MA.

Other Resources

Socioeconomics
(See EIS chapter 3)

Access to suitable timber
land

No change

No perceptible change

No perceptible change

No perceptible change

Public access for fuel wood

No change

No measurable change

No measurable change

No measurable change

Approximate overall cost of
Implementation (road and
trail maintenance,

No change; routine
maintenance of current
system would continue, no

Least expensive, compared to
alternatives 3 and 4;

Most expensive; approximately
$2,745,000

Slightly less expensive than
alternative 3; approximately
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

construction and
reconstruction,
decommissioning, storage

cost associated with new
construction, storage or
decommissioning;

approximately $2,031,000

$2,690,000

and noxious weed control approximately $1,426,000
At the travel planning area scale, changes in the types and quantity of allowed uses under the
travel plan may impact specific vendors or businesses to some degree positively or negatively,
but the differences between all alternatives are not great enough that it would be expected to
cause a substantial shift from the current existing condition. With all alternatives, the road system
Impact to local economy No change would remain at levels that would allow the forest access to most suitable timber lands over the

planning horizon, although some variation does exist between alternatives. Public access to
firewood is anticipated to remain adequate to meet public demand overall, although there are
differences between alternatives in the timing and location of open roads available to collect
firewood. Motorized and non-motorized based recreation would continue to greatly contribute to
the local economies within the economic impact area and the smaller travel planning area.

Fire and Fuels
(See EIS chapter 3 section on

Fire and Fuels)

Access for wildfire
suppression

No change; the current
situation allows for pre-
positioning of firefighting
resources across the roaded
areas of the travel planning
area

Proposed changes under any alternative would allow for pre-positioning of firefighting resources
across the roaded areas of the planning area. With fewer open roads, response time could
increase and therefore fire managers would update strategies and tactics to suppress fires in the

planning area

Cultural Resources

(See EIS Chapter 3 section
on Cultural Resources)

Alternative 1 does not
increase protection of cultural
resources but does provide
access to cultural resources
for purposes of monitoring,
scientific investigation and
potentially interpretation.

Overall, reducing the number
of motorized roads and trails
available to the public in the
travel planning area would
benefit cultural resources.
Motor vehicle travel
restrictions prevent easy
public access to
archaeological sites and
historic ruins that are
vulnerable to vandalism,
artifact collecting, arson, and
other depreciative behavior.
Overall, alternative 2 would
provide more protection
benefit to cultural resources
over alternative 1. It would
provide a reasonable amount
of access for people wishing

Overall, reducing the number of
motorized roads and trails
available to the public in the
travel planning area would
benefit cultural resources. Motor
vehicle travel restrictions
prevent easy public access to
archaeological sites and historic
ruins that are vulnerable to
vandalism, artifact collecting,
arson, and other depreciative
behavior. Overall, alternative 3
would provide more protection
benefit to cultural resources
over alternatives 1 and 2 while
still providing a reasonable
amount of access for people
wishing to visit historic ruins.

Overall, reducing the

number of motorized roads
and trails available to the
public in the travel planning
area would benefit cultural
resources. Motor vehicle
travel restrictions prevent

easy public access to

archaeological sites and

historic ruins that are

vulnerable to vandalism,
artifact collecting, arson, and
other depreciative behavior.
Overall, alternative 4 would
provide more protection
benefit to cultural resources
over alternatives 1, 2 and 3

while still providing a
reasonable amount of
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

to visit historic ruins.

access for people wishing to
visit historic ruins.

Noxious Weeds
(See EIS chapter 3)

Risk of noxious weed
introduction and spread by
motorized routes

No change

Motorized routes generally increase the spread of weeds. With fewer miles of motorized routes
and more miles of non-motorized, stored and decommissioned routes, alternatives 2, 3, and 4
would be expected to reduce the risk of invasive plant species introduction and spread compared
to alternative 1. Alternative 4 would result in the fewest acres of weed infestations within 300 feet
of motorized routes and alternative 1 would continue to have the highest. All action alternatives
would have a lower risk of weed spread than the existing condition.Short-term adverse impacts
would be minimized through the implementation of project design features.

Approximate acres with
documented invasive plant
presence within 300 feet of
motorized routes

6,010

5,830

5,382

5,356

Minerals
(See EIS chapter 3)

Alternative 1 is the most
favorable for mineral
exploration and development
activities as it includes the
greatest number of open
motorized routes.

Alternative 2 is less favorable
than alternative 1 but better
than alternative 3 because
there are fewer miles of route
that would be
decommissioned. Specific
permitted projects are
negatively affected by
alternatives 2, 3 and 4.

Alternative 3 is less favorable
than alternative 2 but better
than alternative 4 in the level of
restrictions on access to to
sites; Specific permitted
projects are negatively affected
by alternatives 2, 3 and 4.

Alternative 4 restricts the
most miles of routes due to
decommissioned routes,
when compared to
alternatives 1, 2 and 3.
Specific permitted projects
are negatively affected by
alternatives 2 and 3.

Soils
(See EIS chapter 3)

Alternative 1 has about 224
total miles of routes open to
wheeled motorized use on
sensitive soils within the
Blackfoot Planning area.

Alternative 2 would have
about 222 route miles
accessible to wheeled
motorized use on sensitive
soils, 2 miles less than
Alternative 1.

Alternative 3 would have about
165 route miles accessible to
wheeled motorized use on
sensitive soils, 59 miles less
than alternative 1.

Alternative 4 would have
about 160 route miles
accessible to wheeled
motorized use on sensitive
soils, 64 miles less than
alternative 1.

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive Plants

(See EIS chapter 3)

Highest level of Missoula
phlox and whitebark pine
populations within 300 feet of
motorized routes, with
potential to be adversely
impacted.

e There are no federally
listed threatened or

No perceptible change in level
of Missoula phlox and
whitebark pine populations
within 300 feet of motorized
routes.

e  MIIH determination for all
sensitive species

Reduction in level of Missoula
phlox and whitebark pine within
300 feet of motorized routes,
reducing the potential for
adverse impacts.

e  MIIH determination for all
sensitive species

Reduction in level of
Missoula phlox and
whitebark pine within 300
feet of motorized routes is
the same as alternative 3,
reducing the potential for
adverse impacts.

Under alternative 4,
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

endangered species with
potential to occur in the
planning area.
Determination for all
sensitive plant species
with potential to occur in
planning area: May
impact individuals but
would not contribute
toward a trend for federal
listing or a loss of viability
(MIIH) determination for
all species

approximately 2 acres of
Missoula phlox would be
within 300 feet of new
construction of a non-
motorized trail. The new trail
would also pass through a
whitebark pine stand (#40).

There is potential for some
removal of white bark pine
for proposed trail
reconstruction along the
CDNST and Stonewall trails;
project design features
would be applied to ensure
adverse impacts are
minimized.

Sensitive plant
populations within 300 feet
of motorized routes
(Missoula phlox and white
bark pine)

17 acres — Missoula phlox
14 miles — whitebark pine

Slight 0.10-acre reduction for
Missoula phlox; no change for
whitebark pine

Approximate 2-acre reduction
for Missoula phlox and 9-mile
reduction for whitebark pine

Same as alternative 3

Inventoried Roadless
Areas

(see EIS chapter 3)

No change to unroaded
character in planning area
IRAs or the Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse; no effect
to overall wilderness
attributes 76 miles of
motorized routes and 59
miles of non-motorized routes
would remain in IRAs and the
Specimen Creek unroaded
expanse.

Routes open to wheeled
motorized vehicles within the
IRAs and Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse would
decrease by approximately 18
miles. The miles of non-
motorized routes would
increase by about 18 miles.

All action alternatives would
enhance wilderness attributes
of IRAs and Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse due to a
reduction in miles of
motorized use, increase in
non-motorized routes and the
delineation of routes. By
consciously designating these
routes, management would

Routes open to wheeled
motorized vehicles with the
IRAs and unroaded expanse
would decrease by
approximately 45 miles. The
miles of non-motorized routes
would increase by about 24
miles.

All action alternatives would
enhance wilderness attributes
of IRAs and Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse due to a
reduction in miles of motorized
use, increase in non-motorized
routes and the delineation of
routes. By consciously
designating these routes,
management would improve.

Routes open to wheeled
motorized vehicles within
the IRAs and unroaded
expanse would decrease by
approximately 10 miles. The
miles of non-motorized trails
would increase by about 12
miles.

All action alternatives would
enhance wilderness
attributes of IRAs and
Specimen Creek unroaded
expanse due to a reduction
in miles of motorized use,
increase in non-motorized
routes and the delineation of
routes. By consciously
designating these routes,
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

improve.

All action alternatives propose
some level of road storage
and decommissioning. While
this level varies by alternative,
these actions would improve
the undeveloped character of
these IRA’s over time.
Opportunities for solitude and
unconfined primitive
recreation would increase with
a reduction in motorized use.

The Nevada Mountain roadless
area would improve with the the
designation of the Helmville-
Gould trail as non-motorized.

All action alternatives propose
some level of road storage and
decommissioning. While this
level varies by alternative, these
actions would improve the
undeveloped character of these
IRAs over time. Opportunities
for solitude and unconfined
primitive recreation would
increase with a reduction in
motorized use

management would
improve.

All action alternatives
propose some level of road
storage and
decommissioning. While this
level varies by alternative,
these actions would improve
the undeveloped character
of these IRAs over time.
Opportunities for solitude
and unconfined primitive
recreation would increase
with a reduction in motorized
use.

! this is the cumulative outcome of the proposed changes and past decisions
* Closing the portal trails to mountain bikers would reduce conflict among non-motorized user groups and minimize wilderness trespass from wheeled non-motorized recreationists.
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Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Action

Document Organization

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS) is prepared according to the format established
by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations to implement the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) found in 40 CFR 1500-1508. This FEIS consists of the
following:

¢ Summary

¢ Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Action: This chapter includes a short introduction,
information on the history or background leading up to the proposal, relationship to
some of the pertinent laws, a statement of the purpose and need for the proposal, brief
description of our proposal, and the key decisions that need to be made.

¢ Chapter 2. Alternatives, Including the Preferred Alternative: This chapter describes the
proposed action and alternatives—including no action—in detail. We developed these
alternatives based on significant issues raised by the public and other agencies. We
include a summary table at the end of the chapter that reflects how each alternative
addresses project objectives and significant issues.

¢ Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: This chapter
includes, by resource, a discussion of the affected environment or current situation, and
the anticipated environmental consequences of the alternatives. The direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects are described and how well each alternative addresses current issues
related to the project, the irreversible and irretrievable impacts, and whether actions are
consistent with the Helena Forest Plan, and other laws and regulations.

¢ Chapter 4. List of Preparers: This chapter lists members of the interdisciplinary team
(IDT) and others who contributed to this document decision. It also contains a glossary,
a list of references used to prepare this document, and outlines the distribution of the
DEIS by listing agencies, organizations and individuals who requested to have the
document sent to them.

¢ Appendices: The appendices provide more detailed information pertinent to the
decisions to be made that support the analyses presented in this document. They include
Appendix A - Forest Plan Direction and Travel Management Criteria for Designation of
Roads, Trails and Areas (36 CFR 212.55); Appendix B — Scoping Commenters;
Appendix C — Route Details by Alternative; Appendix D — Cumulative Effects—Past,
Present And Future Actions; Appendix E — Wildlife — Methodologies And Assumptions;
Appendix F — Big Game Security Forest Plan Amendment for Blackfoot Non-Winter
Travel Planning; Appendix G —Alternative Maps; Appendix H — best management
practices (removed for the FEIS), Appendix | — Forest Plan amendment for R1 and N1
Management Area Direction, and Appendix J — Forest Service Response to Public
Comments.

We have used the most current and complete data available. GIS data and product accuracy may
vary. For instance, they may be: developed from sources of differing accuracy, accurate only at
certain scales, based on modeling or interpretation, incomplete while being created or revised.
Due to rounding, acre and mileage totals are approximate. Using the GIS products for purposes
other than those for which they were created may yield inaccurate or misleading results. We
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reserve the right to correct, update, modify, and/or replace GIS products and associated data
sources without notification.

Types of Routes and Other Definitions

The following table lists route categories and travel planning definitions applicable to this
project based on the definitions in 36 CFR 212-Travel Management. For a total list of terms,
please refer to the glossary found in chapter 4 of this document.

Table 1. Road and Trail Terminology - Definitions

Terminology Definition

Motorized vehicle use vehicle use associated with management activities or projects
on National Forest land administered by the Forest Service or under authorization of
the Forest Service. Management activities include but are not limited to: law
Administrative enforcement, timber harvest, reforestation, cultural treatments, prescribed fire,

Use watershed restoration, wildlife and fish habitat improvement, private land access,
allotment management activities, and mineral exploration and development that
occur on National Forest land administered by the Forest Service or under
authorization of the Forest Service.

A term used in this document to refer to activities that result in the stabilization and
restoration of unneeded roads to a more natural state (36 CFR 212.1) or, Activities
that result in restoration of unneeded roads to a more natural state (FSM 7705, FSM
7734). See table 4.

Decommissioning

A National Forest System road, National Forest system trail, or an area on National
Forest System lands that is designated for motor vehicle use pursuant to 36 CFR
212.51 on a motor vehicle use map (36 CFR 212.1).

Designated Road
or Trail or Area

A road or trail wholly or partially within or adjacent to and serving the NFS that is

Forest Road or determined to be necessary for the protection, administration, and utilization of the

Trail NFS and the use and development of its resources (36 CFR 212.1)
Tran':sorc?r?;tion The system of National Forest System roads (NFSR), National Forest System trails,
Sthem and airfields on National Forest System lands (36 CFR 212.1).

Any vehicle which is self-propelled, other than: (1) A vehicle operated on rails; and
(2) Any wheelchair or mobility device, including one that is battery-powered, that is
designed solely for use by a mobility-impaired person for locomotion and that is
suitable for use in an indoor pedestrian area (36 CFR 212.1)

Motor Vehicle

Motorized Mixed | A term used in this document to refer to designation of a NFS road for use by both
Use highway-legal and non-highway-legal motor vehicles (FSM 7705)

A term used to refer to travel by any motor vehicle (36 CFR 212.1.36 CFR 261.2,
Motorized Use FSM 7705, FSH 2309.18.05); for purposes of this analysis, motorized use is
considered use by wheeled motor vehicles (not over-snow vehicles).

Non-motorized A term used in this document to refer to travel other than that defined as motorized.
Use For example, hiking, riding horses or mountain biking.

Any motor vehicle designed for or capable of cross-country travel on or immediately
over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other natural terrain (36
CFR 212.1)

Off Highway
Vehicle (OHV)

A motor vehicle route over 50 inches wide, unless identified and managed as a trail

Road (36 CFR 212.1).

Route A road or a trail (FSM7705)

A term used in this document to refer to roads that are intended to be self-
maintaining in a non-use status for up to 20 years, but remain on the National Forest
Storage System. This is accomplished through re-contouring or obliterating access points
which may include rock or earth barriers, and may include the removal of culverts to
restore watercourses to natural channels and floodplains. The remainder of the
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Terminology Definition

roadbed would remain intact so the road could be easily rebuilt for future use. See
table 5.

A route 50 inches wide or less, or a route over 50 inches wide that is identified and

Trail managed as a trail (36 CFR 212.1).

A road or trail that is not a forest road or trail or a temporary road or trail and that is
not included on a forest transportation atlas (36 CFR 212.1) In this document,
Unclassified Road | unclassified roads or trails are sometimes referred to as “user-created”,

or Trail “unauthorized”, “undesignated”, or “non-system” These are older terms that may be
found interchangeably throughout specialist reports. Unclassified routes are not
included as part of the forest transportation system.

Introduction

Land managers for the U. S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Helena National Forest
propose to change existing non-winter designated motorized public access routes and
prohibitions for wheeled motorized vehicles on National Forest System land within the
Blackfoot travel planning area in the Lincoln Ranger District in Montana (figure 1). The
planning area encompasses approximately 238,000 acres of National Forest System (NFS) land
outside of the designated Scapegoat Wilderness.

Public motor vehicle use on National Forest System routes presently is managed consistent with
the current travel management regulations. Exceptions have been identified based on public
input and the criteria listed at 36 CFR 212.55 (2005 Travel Management Rule), therefore
changes are proposed. The overall objective is to provide a manageable system of designated
public motorized access routes and areas, consistent with and to achieve the purposes of Forest
Service travel management regulations at 36 CFR part 212 subpart B.

Consistent with travel management regulations at 36 CFR part 212 subpart B, the resulting
available public motorized access routes and areas would be designated on a motor vehicle use
map (MVUM) and the prohibition at 36 CFR 261.13 would take effect. The MVUM would
clearly identify roads and trails and their designated motorized uses for forest visitors. Upon
publishing the MVVUM, public use of wheeled motorized vehicles other than in accordance with
the designations would be prohibited.

We also propose to physically store, decommission, relocate, and construct certain roads and
trails as well as designate a non-motorized trail system.

This FEIS discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that would result
from implementing the proposed changes (alternative 2-proposed action) and two other action
alternatives. Alternative 3 was developed to address issues raised by the public during scoping
and continued communication with collaborative groups. Alternative 4 in this FEIS was not
included in the DEIS. This alternative was developed after the public comment period on the
DEIS. It incorporates suggestions submitted by the public. Alternatives are addressed in detail in
chapter 2.

This analysis complies with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant
federal and state laws and regulations. It is focused on non-winter use; travel routes over snow
are not included and are being addressed under the recently completed Blackfoot/North Divide
Winter Travel Plan decision. The Helena National Forest Supervisor is the responsible official
for this project.
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Implementing any of the action alternatives would require programmatic plan amendments to the
Helena National Forest Plan. One is regarding the standard for big game security index. This
proposed programmatic Forest Plan Big Game Security Amendment would establish a new
standard for big game security for those herd units within the planning area. This is discussed in
chapter 2 and appendix F. The programmatic Forest Plan Amendment for Management Areas N1
and R1 would address trails within management areas N1 (Research Natural Areas) and R1
(undeveloped land suited for dispersed recreation). This is discussed in chapter2 and appendix I.

Table 1 and the glossary (p. 570) provide definitions of many of the terms in this document.
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Background

We originally initiated the Blackfoot travel planning process in 2000 as part of a Forestwide
effort; we developed a proposed action and asked for public scoping comments. The project was
then delayed because in January 2001, the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) issued a joint decision known as the 2001 Tri-State Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV)
Decision; this decision prohibited motorized cross-country wheeled-vehicle travel on all NFS
and BLM public lands in a three-state area except on designated routes and areas. The decision
amended nine Forest Plans, including the Helena National Forest Plan (appendix A).

In 2004, we completed a Forest Roads Analysis report for Maintenance Level 1-5 roads (see
glossary).

In 2005, the Forest Service issued new travel planning regulations (the 2005 Travel Management
Rule; USDA Forest Service 2005). It addressed national concerns about the effects of
unmanaged motorized off-highway vehicles (OHVs).

As a result of these efforts and with the input we received since 2000 (written comments and
subsequent discussions with forest users, landowners, agencies, Forest Service specialists, local
government, recreation groups and advocacy groups), we revised the original proposed action.

We re-initiated scoping on a new proposed action in 2010 and issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal Register. We received 336 comment
letters in response to this effort. We coded, categorized and analyzed these comments along with
the results of continued internal scoping to develop a list of significant issues and alternatives for
analysis. Based on preliminary analysis of the alternatives, we identified the potential need for a
Forest Plan programmatic amendment regarding the standard for big game security index (Forest
Plan standard 4a) as part of this proposal and issued a corrected NOI on October 1, 2012 with
this new information.

We published a notice of availability of the DEIS for comment in the Federal Register on
January 25, 2013. We received a total of approximately 16,941 responses during the 45-day and
90-day public comment periods on the DEIS. As a result of a detailed analysis of all of these
comments received, we identified 284 unique comment letters (some associated with multiple
senders), which were coded and categorized. The summary of all comments received and the
Forest Service response can be found in appendix J. As a result of this public input, we have
made several adjustments to this EIS, including the development of a new travel plan alternative
(alternative 4 — preferred alternative) and new forest plan amendments proposed for big game
security (alternative B — preferred alternative) and management of R1 and N1 management
areas.

Changes between the Draft EIS and the March 2014 Final EIS

We describe and analyze a new travel plan alternative (alternative 4) in this FEIS that was not
included in the DEIS. This alternative was developed after the public comment period on the
draft EIS. It incorporates suggestions submitted by the public (as summarized at the beginning of
chapter 1 and in appendix I) and additional discussion among the project interdisciplinary team
to achieve a balance between recreational/social resources and natural resource protection.

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 described in this document are quite similar to those described in the
DEIS; however, we have made some minor refinements between the DEIS and the publication of
this FEIS consisting of adjustments to mileages to correct errors or oversights and to some
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project design features, based on additional field review by the IDT and public comments
received on the DEIS (see appendix J). No substantial changes were made in overall relative
road or trail mileages or acres, or to primary alternative components. While errors have been
fixed and additional clarifications made and reflected in updated summaries of alternatives 1, 2
and 3 in this document, the overall effects analysis and conclusions reached in the DEIS for these
three alternatives have not substantially changed; where updates were necessary, they have been
made and are reflected in the summary and chapter 3 (table 8).

Changes between the DEIS and this FEIS are summarized as follows:

Considered several new travel plan alternatives based on public comment and additional
interdisciplinary team input; one of these was carried forward for detailed analysis as
alternative 4, but the others were subsequently dismissed from further analysis. These are
described in chapter 2. Alternative 4 is analyzed in detail in this FEIS; the analysis is
presented in chapter 3.

Considered several new big game security Forest Plan amendment alternatives based on
public comment, additional interdisciplinary team input, and continued collaboration with
MFWP; these were subsequently dismissed from further analysis. Keeping the current big
game security standard in the Forest Plan was also analyzed in detail as Forest Plan
amendment alternative A. This is described in more detail in chapter 2 and appendix F.

The big game security forest plan amendment alternative originally described in the DEIS
was modified somewhat based on public comment, additional interdisciplinary team
input, and continued collaboration with MFWP and is described in this FEIS as
alternative B — preferred alternative. This is described in more detail in chapter 2 and
appendix F.

Made minor clarifications and updates to the descriptions and summaries of alternatives
1, 2 and 3 to correct mapping errors in addition to other errors in mileage and trail-length
estimates.

Added a small section of road reconstruction to road 4090/4090 C-1 (Sandbar Creek area)
to alternative 3 and alternative 4; this was an oversight when developing alternative 3 for
the DEIS.

Added discussion regarding road maintenance, monitoring and enforcement, and
clarification regarding rationale for road storage and decommissioning to the Features
Common to Action Alternatives section of chapter 2.

Added discussion and additional clarification of the need for amending the Forest Plan to
allow a non-motorized section of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST)
through management area N1 and a motorized section of the Helmville Gould Trail
through management area R1 in chapter 2.

Updated the list of project design features in chapter 2

Removed best management practices in appendix H. Referenced the full list of Core Best
Management Practices (USDA Forest Service 2012) in the project design features section
of chapter 2.

Updated the list of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions in appendix D

Added some additional discussion of direct/indirect and cumulative effects processes to
the Methodology section of each resource in chapter 3.
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e Made revisions or clarifications in some resource sections of chapter 3 in response to
public comments on the DEIS (appendix J), new resource information, and updates to
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The aquatic habitat and fish
section was revised to evaluate a 300-foot riparian habitat conservation category in
addition to the other RHCA categories included in the DEIS. The name of the invasive
plant section was changed to noxious weeds and was revised to evaluate in more detail
actions occurring within 300 feet of routes. The TES plant section was revised to evaluate
in more detail actions occurring within 300 feet of routes.

e Added appendix I, Programmatic Forest Plan Amendment to N1 and R1Management
Area Direction.

e Added appendix J, Forest Service Response to Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Changes between the March 2014 Final EIS and this Final EIS

We revised this FEIS following the pre-decisional objection period that was initiated on March
28, 2014. Based on specific direction provided by a letter from the Regional Forester dated July
28, 2014 and additional input from the interdisciplinary team, we have made some changes.

Changes between the March 2014 FEIS and this FEIS are summarized as follows:

e Updated implementation and project design feature sections of chapter 2

o Updated Terrestrial Wildlife section of chapter 3 related to grizzly bear, elk, and big game
security

e Updated Aquatic Wildlife section of chapter 3 related to bull trout and consistency with
INFISH standards

o Updated Socioeconomics section of chapter 3 related to potential impacts to local
economies

e Updated Recreation section of chapter 3 related to mountain bike use

e Updated Appendix J, Forest Service Response to Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

o Updated Appendix F, Big Game Security, related to consistency with existing Forest Plan
standards

Regulatory Framework

Several important laws and policies form the regulatory framework applicable to managing the
Helena National Forest. The framework is also an integral part of the purpose and need for
action. These established many of the parameters for the environmental analysis of travel
management for NFS lands encompassing the Blackfoot travel planning area

In addition to the following laws and documents, each specialist report in the project record
identifies the regulatory framework that is applicable to their analysis.

+ Forest Service Manuals (FSM) and Handbooks as applicable, including FSM 7700 and
7709 related to transportation planning, and FSH 1900 related to NEPA

¢ 2012 Forest Service Planning Rule
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¢ Forest Service regulations under 36 CFR part 212 (forest transportation system) and part
261(use of motor vehicles off forest roads)

¢ Executive Orders (EO) 11644 and 11989

¢ Helena National Forest Plan (1986, as amended)

+ National Forest Management Act (NFMA)

+ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

¢ Endangered Species Act (1973)

¢ Clean Water Act (CWA)

¢ National Historic Preservation Act (HNPA) of 1966, as amended
¢ Archaeological Resources Protection Act

We provide a brief overview of the Forest Plan below, with more details in appendix A.

The Helena National Forest Plan (Forest Plan, USDA Forest Service 1986, as amended) provides
management direction for the planning area. The Forest Plan divides the Forest into management
areas (MAs) — each with different goals, resource potentials, and limitations. Management areas
are not single, contiguous units; they consist of many individual pieces, each classified with one
of the specific management area prescriptions. The decision for this project must be consistent
with the standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan.

Forestwide goals, objectives, and standards are found in Chapter Il of the Forest Plan (pp. 11-1 to
11-36). The Plan also provides goals for each of the twelve Management Areas (MAS). Theses
MAs are described in Chapter Il of the Forest Plan. Each specialist report includes a section on
Forest Plan consistency.

The Forest Plan includes direction for road and trail management and provides important
guidance for this project. Forestwide direction that is applicable to this project includes:

o Goal 15 (Forestwide 11/2) — develop and implement a road management program with
road use and travel restrictions that are responsive to resource protection needs and public
concerns

e Objectives, Facilities (Forestwide 11/6) — transportation facilities such as roads and trails
will be constructed, managed and maintained to cost effectively meet the Forest land and
resource objectives and visitors’ needs. The Forests transportation system will be
coordinated and integrated with public and private systems to the fullest extent
possible....soil and water conservation practices will be applied...to ensure that Forest
water quality goals will not be degraded

o Forestwide Standards, Facilities - Road Management (Forestwide 11/31-32) — the criteria
to be used for road, trail or area restrictions are safety, resource protection, economics,
conflicting uses, facility protection, public support, land management objectives

Management Areas within the Blackfoot travel planning area include: A1, L1, L2, M1, N1, R1,
T1,T2, T3, T4, T5 W1, W2 and other lands. We would adhere to standards and guidelines for
each of these management areas for this project (see appendix A).

For additional information on the MA goals, resource potentials, and limitations see the Helena
National Forest Plan on pages IlI: 5-7, 17-26, and 30-55.
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Purpose and Need for Action

The overall objective of this proposal is to provide a manageable system of designated public
motorized access routes within the Blackfoot planning area, consistent with and to achieve the
purposes of the Forest Plan and the travel management regulations at 36 CFR 212 subpart B.

To meet the overall objective, there is a need to:

¢ Designate public wheeled motorized and non-motorized use for roads and trails

+ Mitigate resource concerns associated with certain routes and uses (resource concerns by
route are described in more detail in the project record). For off-road motor vehicle use,
the objective is to minimize effects as described at 36 CFR 212.55(b).

¢ Ensure route system is in compliance with Forest Plan direction and NCDE Access
Management Guidelines (evaluated with Moving Windows analysis) for grizzly bear
security and habitat within the recovery zone

¢ More closely align current science, local conditions and other information with elk
security needs that meet the intent of the Forest Plan; ensure Helena Forest Plan (USDA
Forest Service 1986, as amended) management direction applicable to big game security
is up-to-date and based on the best available information.

¢ Ensure the route system provides continued access for resource management needs (e.g.
vegetation management and fire).

¢ Ensure the route system minimizes exclusive use from and to private land and mining
claims and that all designated routes provide for public access

¢ Reduce the complexity of the current Forest Visitor map

¢ Provide for wheeled motorized vehicle travel for camping and parking associated with
camping near designated system routes, including roads and trails (unless signed
otherwise) as long as no new permanent routes are created by this activity; no damage to
existing vegetation, soil, or water resource occurs; travel off-route does not cross
streams; and travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

¢ Provide for parking safely next to the side of the road up to 30 feet from the edge of a
designated route.

Executive Order 11644 (1972) as amended required the Forest Service to, among other things,
“...designate the specific areas and trails on public lands on which the use of off-road vehicles
may be permitted, and areas in which the use of off-road vehicles may not be permitted.” The
Helena National Forest Plan complied with this Executive Order (USDA Forest Service 1986, p.
7). The executive order, Section 8, then requires the agency to “monitor the effects of the use of
off-road vehicles [and] from time to time amend or rescind designations.” Public motor vehicle
use of much of the existing system continues to be manageable and consistent with the executive
order and current travel management regulations; but we have identified a need for change in
some areas.

In January 2001, the Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) issued a joint
decision known as the 2001 Tri-State Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Decision; this decision
prohibited motorized cross-country wheeled-vehicle travel on all National Forest System (NFS)
and BLM public lands in a three-state area except on designated routes and areas. This Decision
allowed off-road vehicle camping within 300 feet of roads and trails, but required visitors to
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select campsites by non-motorized means and access the campsites by the most direct route
causing the least damage. The decision amended nine Forest Plans, including the Helena
National Forest Plan.

In November 2005, the Forest Service published new implementing regulations (Federal
Register 2005: 70 FR 68264) (PF-DIRECTION-003). This rule, known as the 2005 Travel
Management Rule (36 CFR 212 Subpart B), replaced the previous regulations.

While carrying forward the requirements of the executive order, it makes two other national
requirements. First, all units will now use a consistent approach to designations by identifying on
a map those routes and areas that are open to wheeled motorized use. Second, once designations
are in place, motorized travel off of designated routes and areas will be prohibited.

Cross-country motorized travel has been prohibited since 2001 on the Helena National Forest;
therefore no change is needed for most lands to be consistent with the rule. However, existing
user-built or unclassified motorized routes were unaffected by the 2001 decision. Hence this
proposal must determine future use of those unclassified routes.

Sideboards Used to Develop the Proposed Action

We reviewed and incorporated the criteria for designation of roads, trails and areas found in 36
CFR Part 212.55(b) in developing the proposed action. We also used the following:

¢ Roads and trails currently designated as closed are not assumed to remain designated as
closed

¢ Unclassified routes (also known as user-created routes) and motorized routes will be
identified on existing condition maps and determined “open motorized,” “open non-
motorized,” or “closed”

+ Consider construction or reconstruction opportunities to provide wheeled motorized use
and to better protect resource conditions

¢ Determine the long-term status of all routes and prescribe closure methods (as site-
specific information becomes available) as appropriate, including decommissioning.

¢ Identify type and season of use (non-winter) for all system roads and trails

¢ Identify areas where wheeled motorized use would be appropriate as well as the type of
use for each area (OHV, motorcycles, etc.)

¢ Clearly identify roads of open public access for the Washington Gulch/Jefferson Gulch
Roads as directed by Judge Mizner in his summary judgment

¢ Identify opportunities for a broad spectrum of motorized and non-motorized uses

¢ Place emphasis on reducing the complexity of visitor maps by reducing the number of
different travel restriction types including seasonal restrictions; this will assist in making
travel management simple and concise (i.e. current plans have 12-15 different closures);
the process needs to be simplified for public understanding and management efficiency

¢ Continue to coordinate with the Bureau of Land Management, Montana Department of
Natural Resources and Conservation, and private land owners to identify access routes
necessary for land management and to reduce or eliminate routes that are not necessary
to meet the purpose and need for action or project objectives
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¢ Incorporate collaborative efforts conducted since 2000 and the detailed information
gathered into the alternatives

¢ Allow administrative use for management needs and emergency access on open routes,
routes closed yearlong and routes closed seasonally

+ If other existing unclassified routes are discovered that are not currently captured in this
analysis, these routes would not be identified as National Forest System routes and
would therefore be closed to motorized use and legally unavailable to the public without
further NEPA analysis.

We developed the preferred big game security forest plan amendment alternative to address the
need to more closely align current science, local conditions, and other information with species’
needs that meet the intent of the Forest Plan, and to ensure that the Helena National Forest Plan
(1986) management direction applicable to the road and trail system in the Blackfoot travel
planning area is current and based on the best available information, particularly related to big
game security standards (as described in the list of need statements above).

In the twenty-eight years since the development of the Forest Plan, a substantial amount of
scientific studies, surveys, and other information have accrued. Studies completed suggest other
measures that are also appropriate for measuring big game security, and are more closely tied to
open motorized route densities during times of elk stress and increased vulnerability (i.e. hunting
season). In addition, the elk harvest metrics used by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP)
to evaluate and manage elk vulnerability during the hunting season (the reason for providing
security) have evolved, leaving part of the standard as currently written useless because it relies
on data methods no longer available or in practice. As a result, public access is being constrained
without the clear benefits for elk envisioned by the standard.

A programmatic Forest Plan amendment for the Blackfoot travel planning area is needed to more
closely align current science, local conditions, and other information with species’ needs that
meet the intent of the Forest Plan. A new big game security standard is needed that considers the
impacts of open motorized routes on elk security, establishes blocks of secure habitat, and can be
measured regardless of changes in hiding cover.

Preferred Alternative

In response to the purpose and need for action, public comments on the DEIS and additional
interdisciplinary team discussions, we developed the preferred travel plan alternative using
current Forest Transportation System maps, information from the 2004 Helena Roads Analysis
Process, field verification and monitoring, and public input received since 2000. Consistent with
our travel planning regulations, we would designate the resulting available wheeled motorized
access routes and areas on a motor vehicle use map and public use of a motor vehicle other than
in accordance with those designations would be prohibited as per 36 CFR 261.13.

The preferred travel plan alternative includes closing some roads and trails that are currently
open to motorized use and opening some roads and trails for motorized use that are currently
closed. It also includes some limited new construction of roads and trails. We would not
designate any areas for off-route wheeled motorized vehicle use, except for dispersed camping
(or parking associated with dispersed camping) within 300 feet of a designated system route with
the following stipulations:

¢ No new permanent routes are created by this activity
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+ No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
¢ Travel off-route does not cross streams

¢ Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

¢ Recreationalists will use the most direct route to disperse camp

¢ Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

The preferred travel plan alternative would designate motorized and non-motorized routes for
non-winter travel on the Lincoln Ranger District and would result in changes to the existing
motorized and non-motorized route system. Some roads and trails are proposed for closure and
in this case, the preferred travel plan alternative includes proposed levels of closure (storage
levels and decommissioning levels, as described in more detail in chapter 2 and displayed in
table 4).

We also developed a preferred big game security forest plan amendment alternative in response
to the purpose and need for action, public comments on the DEIS, internal comments and
additional collaboration with the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP). We are proposing a
programmatic amendment to the Helena National Forest Plan regarding the standard for the big
game security index. With this preferred forest plan amendment alternative (Forest Plan
amendment alternative B), the Forest Plan Standard 4(a) (described briefly in appendix A and in
detail in appendix F) language would be replaced with new language in order to establish a new
big game security standard. This standard would apply only to National Forest System lands
within those portions of an elk herd unit that are within the Lincoln Ranger District, Helena
National Forest administrative boundary; it would not apply to other portions of the Helena
National Forest.

Another Forest Plan amendment would also be necessary to address trails within Forest Plan
Management Area N1 (Research Natural Areas) and R1 (undeveloped lands suited for dispersed
recreation), as discussed in more detail in chapter 2.

Public Involvement

We released the Blackfoot (non-winter) Travel Plan Project Notice of Intent and Proposed Action
on October 29, 2010 for a 30-day scoping period. We subsequently extended the scoping period
through January 7, 2011 and continue to accept comments throughout the process. We mailed a
scoping newsletter with a detailed purpose and need and proposed action description to 617
stakeholders including private landowners, agencies, organizations, and tribes. We also posted
information on the Helena National Forest website, published a news release on November 1 and
23, 2010, and published a legal notice in the Missoulian, Independent Record, and Great Falls
Tribune newspapers. We held a public open house on November 18, 2010 and November 30,
2010 at the Lincoln Ranger District in Lincoln, Montana to provide project information, answer
guestions and accept comments. We have received a total of 336 comment letters from you, the
public; including agencies, organizations, individuals and elected officials; in response to our
request for input (appendix B). We have also been working with the following collaborative
groups on this project and have taken their input into consideration: Lincoln Restoration
Committee; Blackfoot Challenge; Southwest Crown of the Continent; Montana Restoration
Committee and The Wilderness Society, and Wildlands CPR.

We released a corrected Notice of Intent on October 10, 2012 with more information regarding
the anticipated need for a Forest Plan amendment as a result of this project, and the development
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of an alternative to the proposed action. We also mailed a letter to all those on the 2010 scoping
mailing list with this new information and posted updated information on our Forest website.

The project interdisciplinary team (IDT) developed a list of issues to address using the comments
from the public, organizations, other agencies, tribes and collaborative groups.

We published a notice of availability of the DEIS for comment in the Federal Register on
January 25, 2013, and a legal notice of the opportunity to comment on the DEIS in the Helena
Independent Record February 2, 2013. The document was also posted to the Forest website. A
CD of the DEIS or a link to the DEIS were sent to 575 individuals, groups, agencies and tribes.
Letters were included with the DEIS. The 45-day comment period on the travel plan ended on
March 11, 2013 and the 90-day comment period on the forest plan amendment for big game
security ended on April 25, 2013.

We received a total of approximately 16,941 responses during the 45-day and 90-day public
comment period on the DEIS; approximately 16,434 commenters were from The Wilderness
Society and submitted an identical form letter and approximately 507 commenters either
submitted different form letters or original comments. As a result of a detailed analysis of all of
these DEIS comments received, we identified approximately 284 comment letters (some
associated with multiple senders), which were coded and categorized. The summary of all
comments received and the Forest Service responses can be found in appendix J.

Issues

Issues serve to highlight effects or unintended consequences that may occur from the proposed
action and alternatives, giving opportunities during the analysis to reduce adverse effects and
compare trade-offs for the decision maker and public to understand. An issue is phrased as a
cause-effect statement relating actions under consideration to effects. An issue statement
describes a specific action and the environmental affects expected to result from the action (FSH
1909.15.12.4).

The CEQ regulations have specific direction for issues in EISs. Agencies shall determine the
scope and the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the environmental impact statement
(40 CFR 1501.8(a) (2)), and identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not
significant or which have been covered by prior environmental review, narrowing the discussion
of these issues in the statement to a brief presentation of why they will not have a significant
effect on the human environment (40 CFR 1501.7(a) (3)). We separated the issues into two
groups: significant and non-significant issues. Significant issues were defined as those directly or
indirectly caused by implementing the proposed action. Non-significant issues were identified as
those: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) already decided by law, regulation, Forest
Plan, or other higher level decision; 3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural
and not supported by scientific or factual evidence. The Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) NEPA regulations explains this delineation in Sec. 1501.7, “...identify and eliminate from
detailed study the issues which are not significant or which have been covered by prior
environmental review” (Sec. 1506.3).

Significant Issues

The following topics were identified as Significant Issues by the IDT for the Blackfoot Travel
Plan.

S-13



Chapter 1-Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Wildlife (Grizzly Bear, Mountain Goat, Elk) Habitat Security

Forest roads and overall road density have the potential to affect the quality of wildlife habitat,
including habitat security for a variety of species such as grizzly bears, mountain goats and elk.
Increasing road density could result in adverse effects while decreasing road density could result
in beneficial effects, depending on the species and the habitat affected.

Measurement Indicators:
¢ Open and total road densities and grizzly bear security core habitat

+ Consistency with Forest Plan grizzly bear standards/guidelines and USFWS grizzly bear
recommendations

¢ Potential effects associated with key grizzly bear habitats and seasons of use.

¢ Summer range Forest Plan Standard 3 for elk hiding cover and habitat effectiveness by
Elk Herd Unit (EHU)

¢ Hiding cover/open road densities Forest Plan Standard 4(a) by EHU
¢ Hunting season elk security by EHU

¢ Winter Range Forest Plan Standard 3 for thermal cover by EHU (p. 11/17) and Forest
Plan Standard 4(c) (p. 11/18)

¢ Motorized vehicle use in the Stonewall and Red Mountain areas and the connecting
ridgeline for mountain goats

We have conducted an effects analysis and documented this in the wildlife specialist report and
the wildlife section of chapter 3 of this document. This section will describe in more detail how
these measures are defined for each species and used in the analysis.

Water Quality and Fisheries

Forest roads can contribute to increased soil erosion, increased sediment delivery and peak flows
that could impact water quality and aquatic habitat, especially if road densities in a watershed are
high. These effects would vary depending on the location of a road on the landscape (sloped or
flat ground), their proximity to streams or drainages, and timing of precipitation events.

Measurement Indicators:
¢ Road sediment reduction estimates resulting from road storage or decommissioning in
tons per year

¢ Miles of routes decommissioned along streams in the various riparian habitat
conservation areas (RHCA) buffer categories, ranging from 50 feet to 300 feet; more
discussion of why these RHCA categories were used is described in the aquatic habitat
section of chapter 3

¢ Number of road stream crossings restored and relationship to fish bearing streams
+ Miles of high/moderate risk roads and relationship to fish bearing watersheds

¢ Consistency of alternatives with Forest Plan guidance for threatened, endangered and
sensitive fish and aquatic species

We have conducted an effects analysis and documented this in the soil, water and fisheries
reports and in these sections of chapter 3 of this document.
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Quality Motorized Trail/Route System

Changes in the transportation system have the potential to affect the quality of the recreation
experience for motorized users. Prohibiting motorized travel on unclassified roads and trails
could limit access throughout the planning area. Reductions in open motorized routes could
adversely impact this experience while increases could result in beneficial effects to the overall
motorized experience.

Measurement indicators:
¢ Miles of routes open for motorized use and overall extent of trail system

¢ Miles of roads available for possible motorized, mixed use
¢ Miles of new motorized trail construction

¢ Overall ease-of-use of the motor vehicle use map for motorized users (level of
complexity)

We have conducted an effects analysis and documented this in the recreation and transportation
reports and chapter 3 of this document.

Quality Non-motorized Trail/Route System

Changes in the transportation system have the potential to affect the quality of the recreation
experience for non-motorized users. Reductions in non-motorized routes could adversely impact
this experience while increases could result in beneficial effects to the overall non-motorized
experience.

Measurement Indicators:
+ Miles of routes open for non-motorized use only and overall extent of the system

+ Miles of new non-motorized trail construction or miles of new non-motorized routes
designated on existing routes

¢ Overall ease-of-use of Forest Visitor Map showing designated non-motorized trail
system (level of complexity)

+ Miles of motorized and non-motorized routes in Inventoried Roadless Areas

We have conducted an effects analysis and documented this in the recreation specialist report and
in chapter 3 of this document.

Continental Divide National Scenic Tralil

The Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST) occurs within the planning area. The
primary purpose of this trail is to provide a “continuous, appealing trail route, designed for the
hiker and horseman, but compatible with other land uses...” It is to be managed primarily for
non-motorized recreational opportunities. The CDNST currently has sections that are motorized.
Motorized use and roads/road density within the CDNT have the potential to adversely affect the
guality of non-motorized recreational opportunities within this corridor while improved or
enhanced non-motorized opportunities have the potential for beneficial effects.

Measurement Indicators:
+ Miles of motorized routes within the CDNST

+ Miles of non-motorized routes within the CDNST
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¢ Consistency of alternatives with the intent of the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan and
the Forest Plan

We have conducted an effects analysis and documented this in the recreation report and in the
recreation section of chapter 3 of this document.

Consideration of Objections

We distributed the FEIS and both the draft Blackfoot Travel Plan Record of Decision (ROD) and
the draft Big Game Security ROD on March 28, 2014, initiating the respective 45-day and 60-
day pre-decisional objection periods. The Blackfoot Travel Plan draft ROD identified Travel
Plan alternative 4 as the selected alternative for implementation and the Big Game Security draft
ROD identified Big Game Security Forest Plan Amendment alternative B as the selected
alternative.

We received 21 objections during the objection period. We held an objection resolution meeting
on June 25, 2014 and a second one on December 10, 2014. We have revised this Blackfoot
Travel Plan FEIS since it was released in March 2014 to incorporate direction provided by the
July 28, 2014 letter from the Regional Forester and to fix an error in the cataloging of public
comments received on the DEIS, captured in appendix J. A more complete list of changes made
to the FEIS since it was issued in March 2014 is described earlier in this chapter.

Project Record

This document hereby incorporates by reference the project record (40 CFR 1502.21). The
project record contains project specialist reports and other technical documentation and data used
to support the analysis and conclusions in this document.

Relying on specialist reports and the project record helps implement the CEQ Regulations’
provision that agencies should reduce NEPA paperwork (40 CFR 1500.4), that documents shall
be analytic rather than encyclopedic, and that documents should be concise (40 CFR 1502.2).
The objective is to furnish enough site-specific information to demonstrate consideration of the
environmental impacts of the alternatives and how these impacts can be mitigated, without
repeating detailed analysis and background information available elsewhere. The project record
is available at the Lincoln Ranger District in Lincoln, MT.
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Chapter 2. Alternatives, Including the Preferred
Alternative

Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the no-action travel plan alternative and three travel plan
action alternatives considered by the Responsible Official for the Blackfoot Travel Plan. It also
describes the no-action alternative big game security amendment, and one action alternative big
game security amendment. The proposed big game security amendment would establish a new
standard for elk security for those herd units within the planning area

This chapter includes a detailed description of each alternative (alternative maps are provided in
appendix G, and road and trail details in appendix C), how they were developed, alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed study, and presents the alternatives in comparative form,
sharply defining the differences between each alternative and providing a clear basis for choice
among options by the decision maker. Numbers such as acres and miles are approximate due to
the use of GIS data and rounding.

As described in chapter 1, we developed the range of alternatives based on public comments and
input we received since 2000, including the input of several collaborative groups. We used this
input to develop the list of significant issues shown in chapter 1 and analyzed in detail in chapter
3. Non-significant issues are also discussed in chapter 3 but more briefly. Summary tables at the
end of this chapter illustrate the differences between the alternatives by management objectives,
significant issues and effects.

Any existing route not identified as a Helena National Forest System route in this travel plan
decision would be considered an unclassified route and would not be available for motorized
use. System roads and motorized trails would also be open to people to walk, hike, bike, or ride
horses.

Each travel plan action alternative was designed to minimize off-road vehicle impacts (per
executive orders, see appendix A) and is included in the analysis. The analysis presented in this
chapter focuses on the effects of the proposed changes to the current designated system. It does
not analyze the effects of the whole designated system.

Implementing any travel plan action alternative would require a programmatic Forest Plan Big
Game Security Amendment and Forest Plan Amendment for Management Areas R1 and N1;
these are described in more detail in the following sections.

Alternatives Considered in Detall

Travel Plan Alternative 1 — No Action (No Change) — Continue
Current Management

The no-action alternative is required under NEPA regulations [40 CFR 1502.14(d)]. This
alternative represents the existing, baseline condition or trends by which the action alternatives
are compared. Alternative 1 — no action would defer implementation of the 2005 Travel
Management Rule, and would not result in a motor vehicle use map; the Forest Visitor map
would continue to be used to show the road and trails open to motorized use. We would not make
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changes to the existing system of available public motorized routes and areas within the
Blackfoot travel planning area. We provide maps of alternative 1 in appendix G, road and trail
details in appendix C and a summary of components (existing condition) in table 2. Tabular
comparisons between each of the alternatives are provided at the end of this chapter.

Alternative 1 — no action is represented by the current Forest Visitor map and supporting
prohibitions. Permissible motorized uses include those routes and areas not otherwise prohibited,
including maintaining use by the public, in some cases, of currently unclassified routes acquired
as part of the land exchange process. There are approximately 60 miles of unclassified routes in
the planning area. Under this alternative, motorized access for dispersed camping is permitted up
to 300 feet from the edge of the motorized route surface.

The Helena National Forest Plan, as amended, prohibits wheeled, cross-country travel (2001 Tri-
State OHV Decision). The 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision allowed off-route vehicle camping
within 300 feet of roads and trails; but, required visitors to select camp sites by non-motorized
means and access the campsites by the most direct route causing the least damage. The
expectation was that relatively few new sites would develop within the 300-foot area, as most
dispersed camping/parking areas already have an established route to them. The same is
applicable for the Blackfoot travel planning area. Alternative 1 would continue to implement this
2001 Tri-State OHV Decision allowing motorized use within 300 feet from the edge of roads and
motorized trails for the purposes of dispersed camping.

However, wheeled motorized use of unclassified routes that existed at the time of that Forest
Plan amendment are unaffected by this prohibition. That use is not defined as cross-country
travel under the amended Forest Plan as long as the vehicle fits within the pre-existing width of
the route. As discussed above, the motorized access for dispersed camping is an exception and
that use is also permitted up to 300 feet from the edge of route surface. Under alternative 1 — no
action, these uses would continue. Parking safely next to the side of a road within 30 feet from
the edge of the road is also permitted under the existing condition.

Table 2 summarizes the existing miles for each type of use for alternative 1 — no action (no
change), the existing condition. Table 1 in chapter 1, and the glossary p. 571 provides useful
definitions helpful in understanding the road and trail terminology used in this document.

To summarize the current condition, there are approximately:

¢ 446 miles of National Forest System routes in the Blackfoot travel planning area open to
public motorized use

¢ 56 miles of motorized trails
¢ 71 miles of non-motorized trails

¢ 92 miles of roads acquired through land acquisition between 2006 and 2011 (13 miles of
which are currently open to motorized use)

+ 60 miles of unclassified routes, and approximately 20 miles of these are currently open
to public motorized use

¢ 23 miles of routes considered to be naturally decommissioned per field investigations
(roads that are vegetated to the point that they are not drivable and thus are reclaimed on
their own or naturally decommissioned)
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Under the existing condition, trails would be managed as they are currently. We considered three
trails in the planning area as high-profile or ‘trails of interest” because of their popularity of use
and public interest: CDNST, Helmville-Gould and Stonewall. Appendix G displays these trails of
interest in the planning area and how they are currently managed in terms of types of use

permitted.

Appendix C provides a route-by-route accounting of the current condition (alternative 1- no
action) compared to what is proposed under alternative 2, alternative 3 and alternative 4.
Appendix G provides a detailed map of alternative 1 — no action showing the existing road and
trail system in the planning area, using the code definitions included in table 2.

Table 2. Alternative 1 — No Action: miles of each type of use

(colrJr?;gc())r?ging AIter_naFive !
designation on Use Code Definitions Existing
alternatives Con_dltlon
maps)l (miles)

01-RES Roads closed to motorized use yearlong 57
02-RES Roads closed to motorized use 10/15 — 12/1 8
04-RES Roads closed to motorized use 12/ 2 — 5/15 2
06-RES Roads closed to wheeled motorized use yearlong 104
09-RES & 10-RES | Roads closed to wheeled motorized use 10/15-6/30 116
11-RES & 12-RES | Roads closed to wheeled motorized use 9/1-6/30 16
CLOSED-AQ Roads acquired in 2011 — closed yearlong to wheeled motorized use 16
CLOSED-LX Roads acquired in 2006 — closed yearlong to wheeled motorized use 63
M-07.00 Motorized trail - vehicles less that 50" - no seasonal restrictions 31
M-10.00 Motorized trail - single track - no seasonal restrictions 19
gé-cl—:fiﬁ/hlz_g Naturally decommissioned/reclaimed — not drivable 23
NM & NOMTR Non-motorized trail 71
SEEXILHWY Open highway legal vehicles - no seasonal restrictions 277
OPEN-LX Roads acquired in 2009 — open to motorized use 13
EgﬁgTNREL\J/g:TI ON Road new construction 0
UC-CLOSED Unclassified road or trail — closed to wheeled motorized use 40
UC—M-07.00 Unclassified motorized trail - no seasonal restrictions 5
UC—M-11.00 g/gc(:)lassified motorized trail — closed to wheeled motorized use 9/1 — 1
UC-OPEN Unclassified road or trail — open to wheeled motorized use yearlong 12
UcoPENID | Dokl oad e " 1S, dosed o z

1 open motorized routes, motorized routes closed yearlong and motorized routes closed seasonally may receive
occasional administrative use

If alternative 1 were selected for implementation, we would not amend the Forest Plan to address
existing trails in management areas N1 and R1. The existing condition in terms of travel
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planning would remain unchanged. However, the method by which big game security during the
hunting season would be measured would be based on that associated with the big game security
Forest Plan programmatic amendment Alternative B, if selected.

Travel Plan Alternative 2

We developed this alternative using current Forest transportation system maps, information from
the 2004 Helena Roads Analysis Process, field verification and monitoring, and public input
received since 2000. Actions common to the action alternatives are described later in this chapter
following the description of alternative 4. We provide maps of alternative 2 in appendix G, road
and trail details in appendix C and summaries of components in table 3. Tabular comparisons
between each of the alternatives are provided at the end of this chapter.

Alternative 2 was developed with a focus on maintaining as much of the road and trail system as
possible to meet the purpose and need for action while minimizing known site-specific resource
impacts (e.g. fish or water quality concerns, achieving INFISH standards, addressing elk or
grizzly bear needs). Routes with concerns such as public access through a legal easement,
multiple stream crossings, continual rutting or poor location were taken into consideration for
closure or decommissioning under this alternative. Some limited new road and trail construction
is proposed as well to address access needs in some areas

Consistent with the travel planning regulations at 36 CFR 212 Subpart B, we would designate
the resulting available wheeled motorized access routes and areas on a motor vehicle use map
and public use of a motor vehicle other than in accordance with those designations would be
prohibited as per 36 CFR 261.13. Each of the unclassified roads has been evaluated and either
included in the roads and trail system or identified for closure, storage or decommissioning.

Under alternative 2, we would allow wheeled motorized vehicle travel within 300 feet of the
edge of designated system routes, including roads and trails (unless signed otherwise) for the
purposes of dispersed camping (and parking associated with camping) as long as:

¢ No new permanent routes are created by this activity

+ No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
¢ Travel off-route does not cross streams

¢ Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

¢ Recreationalists will use the most direct route to disperse camp

¢ Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

Access to dispersed camping is identified as an acceptable use in the planning area under the
2001 Tri-State Decision and the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule, and we have observed that, in
general, this has occurred within acceptable environmental limits. Where site-specific issues
have occurred, we issued closures for resource protection. We have this tool available when
needed; therefore, we propose to continue this practice under alternative 2 and feel this is
consistent with the 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision ; the 2005 Travel Planning Rule; Executive
Order 11644 (Use of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands); the Helena Forest Plan and Forest
Service Manual 7700 (Travel Management).

Under alternative 2 we would also allow parking safely next to the side of a motorized route
within 30 feet from the route edge. Parking next to the road means a person could picnic, camp,
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bicycle, hike, or do any other legal recreational activity. Forest users would have the obligation
to not impede normal traffic flow.

Table 3 reflects the miles for each type of use for alternative 2 — proposed action in comparison
to alternative 1 — no action. If alternative 2 — proposed action were implemented:

¢

Approximately 94 miles of routes would no longer be available for public wheeled
motorized use (352 miles of National Forest System routes would still be available and
shown on the MVUM)

Approximately 36 additional miles of motorized trails would be designated (92 miles of
motorized trails would be available)

Approximately 49 additional miles of non-motorized trails would be designated
including new mountain bike trail construction (120 miles of non-motorized trails would

be available)

¢ Approximately 0.2 miles of new road would be constructed

¢ Approximately 2 miles of new motorized trail would be constructed

¢ Approximately 31.5 miles of new non-motorized trail would be constructed (31 miles of
this would be for new mountain bike trail construction)

+ Of the original 92 miles of road acquired through land acquisition between 2006 and
2011, approximately 62 miles would be identified for closure, storage or

decommissioning.

¢ Of the existing 60 miles of unclassified routes, approximately 39 miles would be
identified for closure, storage or decommissioning

+ Approximately 135 miles of roads would be stored (see table 4)

+ Approximately 8 miles of roads would be decommissioned (see table 4)

+ Five trailheads and two parking areas would be designated

Table 3. Alternative 2 — miles of each type of use compared to alternative 1

Alternative | Alternative
. 1 2
Us_e cod_e (correspond!ng Type of Use (corresponding -
designation on alternatives : . ) Existing Proposed
1 designation on alternative maps) . .
maps) Condition Action
(miles) (miles)?
01-RES Roads closed to motorized use yearlong 57 86
01-RES-STO Closed roads that are stored 27
01-STO Open or seasonal roads that are stored 108
02-RES Roads closed to motorized use 10/15 — 8 0
12/1
04-RES Roads closed to motorized use 12/2 — > >
5/15
06-RES Roads closed to wheeled motorized use 104 96
yearlong
Roads closed to wheeled motorized use
09-RES & 10-RES 10/15 — 6/30 116 85
11-RES & 12-RES Roads closed to wheeled motorized 16 14
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Alternative | Alternative
Use cod_e (correspond!ng Type of Use (corresponding .
designation on alternatives : . . Existing Proposed
1 designation on alternative maps) o )
maps) Condition Action
(miles) (miles)®
vehicles 9/1-6/30
CLOSED-AQ Roads acquwe(_j in 2011 — closed to 16 0
wheeled motorized use yearlong
CLOSED-LX Roads acquwe(_j in 2009 — closed to 63 0
wheeled motorized use yearlong
DECOM Roads that would be decommissioned 0 8
M-07.00 Motorized Trail - \_/ehlcles less that 50" - 31 49
no seasonal restrictions
Motorized Trail — vehicles less than 50" —
M-08.00 closed 9/1-6/30 0 24
Motorized Trail - vehicles less than 50" - 0 0
M-08.10 closed 10/15-6/30
Motorized Trail - vehicles less than 50" - 0 0
M-08.105 closed 10/15-5/31
M-10.00 Motorized Tral_l -_smgle track - no 19 17
seasonal restrictions
MT NEW CONSTRUCTION New motorized trail construction 0 2
Roads naturally
NATURALLY o .
DECOMMISSIONED/RECLAIMED dgcomm|SS|oned/recIalmed — Not 23 19
drivable
NM & NOMTR & NOMTR-ES Non-motorized trail including new 71 120
mountain bike routes
NM & NOMTR NEW New non-motorized trail construction 0 315
CONSTRUCTION including mountain bike trail construction )
NM RECONSTRUCTION Non-motorized trail relocated 0 0
OPEN-HWY LEGAL Open hlghwax Iegal vehicles - No 277 251
seasonal restrictions
OPEN-LX Road§ acquired in 2009 — open to 13 0
motorized use
ROAD NEW CONSTRUCTION Road new construction 0.2
Road Reconstruction Road relocated/reconstructed
UC-CLOSED Unclassified rogd or trail — closed to 20 0
wheeled motorized use
UC—M-07.00 Unclassified mptpnzed trail - no 5 0
seasonal restrictions
Unclassified motorized trail — closed to
UC-M-11.00 wheeled motorized use 9/1-6/30 1 0
UC-OPEN Unclassified rogd or trail — open to 12 0
wheeled motorized use yearlong
Unclassified road seasonal restriction
UC-OPEN10 10-RES, closed to wheeled motorized 2 0

use 10/15-6/30

1 open motorized routes, motorized routes closed yearlong and motorized routes closed seasonally may receive

occasional administrative use
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2 This column shows the resulting/total/cumulative routes available if the changes proposed for alternative 2 are made;
these are approximate and due to rounding and changes between categories, may not exactly match the narrative
discussion.

We considered three trails in the planning area as high-profile or “trails of interest’ because of
their popularity of use and public interest: CDNST #440, Helmville-Gould #467 and Stonewall.
Under alternative 2, these trails of interest in the planning area would be managed as they are
currently; no changes are proposed (see appendix G for a map of these trail corridors and the
types of uses that would continue to be permitted and a summary by trail section in appendix C).

The CDNST would continue to be a mix of motorized and non-motorized sections; Flesher Pass
to Stemple Pass would continue as a motorcycles-only trail and Stemple Pass to Marsh Creek
would continue as a motorized trail (open to vehicles 50 inches or less in width with no seasonal
restrictions). Approximately 4 miles of the CDNST would be located along a road. There would
be no increase in motorized use along the CDNST. Mountain bike use would be allowed but
would not be specifically promoted.

The Helmville-Gould and Stonewall Trails (see appendix G for a map) would continue to be
managed as motorized trails (open to vehicles 50 inches or less in width with no seasonal
restrictions).

Table 3 illustrates how mountain bike trails would be delineated with other types of uses.

Trailheads and parking areas would be designated under alternative 2 to facilitate road and trail
changes, as follows (see maps in appendix G for more details). These designations would
improve public safety (by providing a safe place for vehicle parking and turning around) and
reduce resource damage by confining the boundaries of use)::

¢ Trailhead along 485 in T15N R9W, Section 27

¢ Trailhead along U-427 in T15N R7W, section 11

¢ Trailhead along 1892-H1 in T13N R9W, Section 8

¢ Trailhead along U-NEW-1006 in T13N R7W, Section 11
¢ Trailhead along 1841in T14N R7W, Section 20

¢ Parking area along 4106 in T15N R9W, Section 33

¢ Parking area along 329 in T13N R9W Section 27

To further understand how specific routes would change under this alternative; see the route-by-
route accounting provided in appendix C; the maps provided in appendix G; and the summary
tables at the end of this chapter.

This alternative proposes roads for closure, storage and decommissioning. For the purpose of
this analysis, we assume all roads proposed for storage under alternative 2 would be stored at the
3-S level, and all roads proposed for decommissioning would be decommissioned at the 4 level.
Table 4 illustrates what these terms means and the various closure levels for each category.

Programmatic Forest Plan Amendments

Implementing alternative 2 would require a programmatic amendment to the Helena National
Forest Plan regarding the standard for big game security index. The proposed programmatic plan
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amendment would establish a new standard for big game security. This standard would apply
only to National Forest System lands within those portions of an elk herd unit that are within the
Lincoln Ranger District, Helena National Forest administrative boundary. In the next section
(following the description of travel plan alternative 4) and in appendix F, we describe in detail
how the wording in the Forest Plan would change as part of this amendment.

There would also be a need for a programmatic Forest Plan amendment to address Management
Areas N1 and R1.

For Management Area N1 the amendment speaks to the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail
#440 in T 13N R7W Sections 15, 16, 21, and 22 as this trail crosses through Forest Plan N1
Management Area. This N1 area is a proposed Research Natural Area where the standard states
that trails (motorized or non-motorized) will not be allowed. The CDNST was in existence in
this location when the Forest Plan was signed; however the Plan did not acknowledge this and an
amendment is needed now as part of this proposed action. Appendix I illustrates how the
wording in the Forest Plan would change for Management Area N1 related to the CDNST.

For Management Area R1 the amendment speaks to the Helmville-Gould Trail #467 starting in
T13N R7W Section 33 and ending in T13N R8W Section 33 as it crosses through and serves as
the boundary of Forest Plan R1 Management Area. This R1 area is managed as undeveloped land
suited for dispersed recreation. This amendment would need to exempt this portion of trail #467
in R1 Management Area to be managed as motorized. The 1986 Helena Forest Plan identified
the Nevada Mountain Roadless area as non-motorized. Trail #467 was clearly located within the
boundary. Nevertheless, motorized use was allowed on #467 prior to the Forest Plan and was
allowed to continue. Subsequent special orders were signed by the forest supervisor to allow
motorized use on Trail #467; however no amendment to the Forest Plan was completed.
Appendix | illustrates how the wording in the Forest Plan would change for Management Area
R1 related to the Helmville-Gould Trail.

S-25



Chapter 2-Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Table 4. Typical levels for road closure, storage and decommissioning

Typical Device

Typical Treatment

National Forest System Road

Level ] . .
(site-dependent) (as needed, depending on site) (NFSR) Status
Closure
Blade; seed; fertilize; normal drainage using BMPs; treat noxious . .
1 Gate weeds Remains as NFSR as either long-term or
- - - - — intermittent-term service with gate or other
2 Gate, guardrail, concrete, earth barrier or re- Type llI dip waterbars or outslope; scarify; seed; fertilize; treat barrier
contour intersection noxious weeds; may scatter slash
Storage
No physical or weed treatment needed; naturally reclaimed and
3-SN stabilized
Re-contour intersection (obliterate the road - Remains as NFSR as an intermittent-term
entrance) or add rock/earth barrier as needed Waterbar or outslope; remove corrugated metal pipes (CMPs or stored service
3-S culverts) and restore watercourse; ditch relief pipes can remain with
waterbars; lightly scarify; seed; treat noxious weeds
Decommission
Naturally decommission (DN): No physical or weed treatment
3-DN . ) -
) ) . needed; naturally reclaimed and stabilized
Re-contour intersection (obliterate road -
entrance) or add rock/earth barrier as needed Waterbar, outslope or selectively re-contour; remove all CMPs and
4 restore watercourse; rip 12-18 inches; seed; fertilize if necessary;
treat noxious weeds; scatter slash on slopes Removed from NFSR by route status
Re-contour entire prism; remove all CMPs and restore watercourses; | change to decommissioned; road no longer
5 Re-contour seed; fertilize if necessary; treat noxious weeds; scatter slash on needed; monitor effectiveness
slopes
Naturally decommission: roads are very overgrown and are of low
5-DN Re-contour watershed concern; however they still have a visible cut/fill slope and

could be recontoured to restore them to their natural state
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Travel Plan Alternative 3

We developed alternative 3 to respond to the following significant issues: wildlife habitat and
security, fisheries and water quality, and quality non-motorized trail system. It takes into account
the need to minimize impacts based on input regarding water quality and fish habitat, wildlife
security and wildlife habitat improvements, and enhanced non-motorized recreation
opportunities while still providing for a motorized recreational experience. Features common to
alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are described later in this chapter following the description of alternative
4. We provide maps of alternative 3 in appendix G and summaries of its components in table 5.
Tabular comparisons between each of the alternatives are provided at the end of this chapter.

Consistent with the travel planning regulations at 36 CFR 212 Subpart B, we would designate
the resulting available wheeled motorized access routes and areas on a motor vehicle use map.
Public use of a motor vehicle other than in accordance with those designations would be
prohibited as per 36 CFR 261.13.

Under alternative 3, we would allow wheeled motorized vehicle travel within 300 feet of the
edge of designated system routes, including roads and trails (unless signed otherwise) for the
purposes of dispersed camping (and parking associated with camping) as long as:

¢ No new permanent routes are created by this activity

+ No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
¢ Travel off-route does not cross streams

¢ Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

¢ Recreationalists will use the most direct route to disperse camp

¢ Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

Access to dispersed camping is identified as an acceptable use in the planning area under the
2001 Tri-State Decision and the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule, and we have observed that, in
general, this has occurred within acceptable environmental limits. Where site-specific issues
have occurred, we issued closures for resource protection. We have this tool when needed,;
therefore, we propose to continue this practice under alternative 3 and feel this is consistent with
the 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision ; the 2005 Travel Planning Rule; Executive Order 11644 (Use
of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands); the Helena Forest Plan and Forest Service Manual 7700
(Travel Management).

Under alternative 3 we would also allow parking safely next to the side of a motorized
routewithin 30 feet from the edge of the route. Parking next to the road means a person could
picnic, camp, bicycle, hike, or do any other legal recreational activity. Forest users would have
the obligation to not impede normal traffic flow.

Table 5 reflects the miles for each type of use for alternative 3 in comparison to alternative 1 —
no action. If alternative 3 were implemented:

¢ Approximately 144 miles of routes would no longer be available for public wheeled
motorized use (302 miles of National Forest System routes would still be available and
shown on the MVUM)

¢ Approximately 9 miles of motorized trails would no longer be available for this use (47
miles of motorized trails would be available)
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+ Approximately 87 miles of additional non-motorized trails would be designated (158
miles would be available)

¢ Approximately 3 miles of new motorized trail would be constructed

¢ Approximately 0.2 miles of new road would be constructed and approximately 0.5 miles
of road would be reconstructed

+ Approximately 31.5 miles of new non-motorized trail would be constructed (31 miles of
this would be for new mountain bike trail construction)

+ Of the original 92 miles acquired through land acquisition between 2006 and 2011,
approximately 70 miles would be identified for closure, storage, or decommissioning

¢ Of the existing 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 54
miles would be identified for closure, storage or decommissioning

+ Approximately 76 miles of road would be stored (see table 4)
+ Approximately 200 miles of road would be decommissioned (see table 4)

+ Five trailheads and two parking areas would be designated

Table 5. Alternative 3: Miles of each type of use compared to alternative 1

Use code Alternative
. 1 .
(cor_resp(_)ndlng Type of Use (corresponding designation on . Alternative
designation on . Existing 3
) alternative maps) - . 2
alternatl\{es Condition (miles)
maps) (miles)
01-RES Roads_ closed to motor_lzed use yearlong (may include 57 32
occasional administrative use)
01-RES-STO Roads closed roads that are stored 0 20
01-STO Open or seasonal roads that are stored 0 56
02-RES Roads closed to motorized use 10/15 — 12/01 8
04-RES Roads closed to motorized use 12/02— 5/15 2 2
06-RES Roads closed to wheeled motorized use yearlong 104 96
09-RES & 10-RES | Roads closed to wheeled motorized use 10/15-6/30 116 0
11-RES & 12-RES | Roads closed to wheeled motorized use 9/1-6/30 16 74
CLOSED-AQ Roads_ acquired in 2011 — closed to wheeled 16 0
motorized use yearlong
CLOSED-LX Roadg acquired in 2009 — closed to wheeled 63 0
motorized use yearlong
DECOM Roads that would be decommissioned 0 200
M-07.00 Moto_rlz_ed Trail - vehicles less that 50" - no seasonal 31 0
restrictions
Motorized Trail — vehicles 50 inches or less — closed
M-08.00 9/1-6/30 0 44
Motorized Trail - vehicles less than 50" - Closed
M-08.10 10/15-6/30 0 0
Motorized Trail - vehicles less than 50" - Closed
M-08.105 10/15-5/31 0 0
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Use code Alternative
i . . . 1 Alternative
(cor_resp(_)ndlng Type of Use (corresponding designation on . W
designation on . Existing 3
) alternative maps) - . 2
alternatn{es Condition (miles)
maps) (miles)

M-10.00 Motorized Trail - single track - no seasonal restrictions 19 0
MT
RECONSTRUCTI Motorized trail relocated 0 0
ON
MT NEW . . .
CONSTRUCTION New motorized trail construction 0 3
“II\EAVSL NOMTR New non-motorized trail construction, including new 0 315
CONSTRUCTION mountain bike trail construction
NATURALLY - . .
RECLAIMED Naturally decommissioned/reclaimed — not drivable 23 0
NM, NOMTR and . - . - .
NOMTR-ES Non-motorized trail including new mountain bike trails 71 158
NM
RECONSTRUCTI Non-motorized trail relocated 0 0
ON
OPEN-HWY Open highway legal vehicles - no seasonal 277 226
LEGAL restrictions
OPEN-LX Roads acquired in 2009 — open to motorized use 13 0
ROAD NEW .
CONSTRUCTION Road new construction 0 0.5
ROAD
RECONSTRUCTI Road relocated/reconstructed 0 0.50
ON
UC-CLOSED Uncla_ssmed road or trail — closed to wheeled 20 0

motorized use
UC—M-07.00 Unclassified motorized trail - no seasonal restrictions 5 0
UC-OPEN Unclassified road or trail — open to wheeled motorized 12 0

use yearlong

Unclassified road with seasonal restriction 10-RES,
UC-OPENI0 closed to wheeled motorized use from 10/15-6/30 2 0

1 open motorized routes, motorized routes closed yearlong and motorized routes closed seasonally may receive
occasional administrative use

2 This column shows the resulting/total/cumulative routes available if the proposed changes are made; these are
approximate and due to rounding and changes between categories and may not exactly match the narrative discussion

Under alternative 3, trails of interest in the planning area (CDNST, Helmville-Gould, and
Stonewall) would be managed somewhat differently than they are currently (see appendix G for
a map of these trail corridors and the types of uses that would change under alternative 3 and a
summary by trail section in appendix C). The CDNST within the planning area would be
managed primarily for non-motorized use; seasonal motorized use (closed 9/1-6/30) would be
limited to approximately 1 mile of trail and the rest of the trail would be managed for non-
motorized use. Flesher Pass to Stemple Pass would change from a motorcycles-only trail to a
non-motorized trail and Stemple Pass to Marsh Creek would change from a motorized trail (open
to vehicles 50 inches or less in width with no seasonal restrictions) to a non-motorized trail
(over-snow vehicles allowed). Marsh Creek to Nevada Mountain would continue to have
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approximately 1 mile of motorized use. Approximately 4 miles of the CDNST would be located
along a road. Mountain bike use would be allowed but would not be specifically promoted.

The Helmville Gould Trail would change as well and would also be managed for non-motorized
use; motorized use would be prohibited. This trail would be designated a non-motorized trail
(over-snow vehicles allowed) from its intersection with the CDNST to Dalton Mountain (see
map in appendix G).

The Stonewall Trail would continue to be designated as a motorized trail (open to vehicles 50
inches or less in width) but it would be closed to wheeled use from September 1 — June 30 (there
are currently no seasonal restrictions on this trail) (see map in appendix G).

Five trailheads and two parking areas would be designated under alternative 3 to facilitate road
and trail changes. These are the same as those described for alternative 2. These designations
would improve public safety (by providing a safe place for vehicle parking and turning around)
and reduce resource damage by confining the boundaries of use):

Table 3 illustrates how this mountain bike trail system would be delineated with other types of
uses.

This alternative proposes roads for closure, storage and decommissioning. For purposes of this
analysis, we assume all roads proposed for storage under alternative 3 would be stored at the 3-S
level and all roads proposed for decommissioning would be decommissioned at the 4 level.
Table 4 illustrates what these terms means and the various closure levels for each category.

As can be seen from table 4, there would be changes to the existing condition if alternative 3
were implemented. In order to further understand how specific routes would change under this
alternative; see the route-by-route accounting provided in appendix C, the maps provided in
appendix G and summary tables at the end of this chapter.

Programmatic Forest Plan Amendments

Implementing alternative 3 would require a programmatic amendment to the Helena National
Forest Plan regarding the standard for big game security index. The proposed programmatic plan
amendment would establish a new standard for big game security. This standard would apply
only to National Forest System lands within those portions of an elk herd unit that are within the
Lincoln Ranger District, Helena National Forest administrative boundary. In the next section
(following the description of travel plan alternative 4) and in appendix F, we describe in detail
how the wording in the Forest Plan would change as part of this amendment.

There would also be a need for a Forest Plan amendment for the Continental Divide National
Scenic Trail #440 in T 13N R7W Sections 15, 16, 21, and 22 as this trail crosses through Forest
Plan N1 Management Area. This N1 area is a proposed Research Natural Area where the
standard states that trails (motorized or non-motorized) will not be allowed. Appendix |
illustrates how the wording in the Forest Plan would change for Management Area N1 related to
the CDNST.

Travel Plan Alternative 4 — Preferred Alternative

We developed alternative 4 after the public comment period on the Draft EIS. It incorporates
suggested corrections and suggested changes made by the public (as summarized at the
beginning of this chapter and in appendix I) and additional internal discussion among the
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interdisciplinary team to achieve a balance between recreational/social resources and natural
resource protection. Features common to alternative 2, alternative 3, and alternative 4 are
described later in this chapter following the description of alternative 4.

We provide maps of alternative 4 in appendix G and summarize the components in table 6.
Tabular comparisons between each of the alternatives are provided at the end of this chapter.

Consistent with the travel planning regulations at 36 CFR part 212 subpart B, we would
designate the resulting available wheeled motorized access routes and areas on a motor vehicle
use map and public use of a motor vehicle other than in accordance with those designations
would be prohibited as per 36 CFR 261.13.

Under alternative 4, we would allow wheeled motorized vehicle travel within 300 feet from the
edge of designated system routes, including roads and motorized trails (unless signed otherwise)
for the purposes of dispersed camping (or parking associated with dispersed camping) as long as:

+ No new permanent routes are created by this activity

+ No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
¢ Travel off-route does not cross streams

¢ Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

¢ Recreationalists will use the most direct route to disperse camp

¢ Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

Access to dispersed camping is identified as an acceptable use in the planning area under the
2001 Tri-State Decision and the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule, and we have observed that, in
general, this has occurred within acceptable environmental limits. Where site-specific issues
have occurred, we issued closures for resource protection. We have this tool available when
needed; therefore, we propose to continue this practice under alternative 4. We feel this is
consistent with the 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision ; the 2005 Travel Planning Rule; Executive
Order 11644 (Use of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands); the Helena Forest Plan (1986) and
Forest Service Manual 7700 (Travel Management). Many areas within 300 feet of an open route
are already unsuitable for use due to terrain or vegetation limitations and the monitoring and
enforcement of the 4 provisions for resource protection would ensure any adverse impacts are
minimized.

Table 6 reflects the miles for each type of use for alternative 4 in comparison to alternative 1 —
no action. If alternative 4 were implemented:

¢ Approximately 157 miles of routes would no longer be available for public wheeled
motorized use (289 miles of National Forest System routes would still be available and
shown on the MVUM)

¢ Approximately 7 miles of additional motorized trail would be designated (63 miles of
motorized trails would be available)

¢ Approximately 59 miles of additional non-motorized trails would be designated,
including new mountain bike trail construction (130 miles would be available)

¢ Approximately 4 miles of new motorized trail would be constructed and approximately 9
miles of existing motorized trail would be reconstructed/relocated
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+ Approximately 0.2 miles of new road would be constructed and approximately 0.6 miles
of existing road would be reconstructed

¢ Approximately 21 miles of new non-motorized trail would be constructed (20 miles of
this would be for new mountain bike trail construction) and approximately 3 miles of
existing non-motorized trail would be reconstructed

+ Of the original 92 miles of road acquired through land acquisition between 2006 and

2011, approximately 57 miles of road acquired through land exchange would be

identified for storage or decommissioning

¢ Of the existing 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 53
miles would be identified for closure or decommissioning

+ Approximately 82 miles of road would be stored (see table 4)

+ Approximately 212 miles of road would be decommissioned (see table 4)

+ Seven trailheads and two parking areas would be designated

Table 6. Alternative 4: Miles of each type of use compared to alternative 1

q Alternative
Use code . ) , 1 Alternative
(corresponding Type of Use (corresponding designation on Existi 4
designation on alternative maps) c X'Zt.mg iles)?
alternatives maps)" ondition (miles)
(miles)

01-RES Roads closed to motorized use yearlong 57 3

01-RES-STO Closed roads that are stored 18

01-STO Open or seasonal roads that are stored 65

02-RES Roads closed to motorized use Oct 15 — December 1 0

04-RES Roads closed to motorized use December 2 — May 15 2

06-RES Roads closed to wheeled motorized use yearlong 104 126

09-RES & 10-RES Roads closed to wheeled motorized use October 15 — 116 51
June 30

11-RES & 12-RES Roads closed to wheeled motorized use September 1 16 35
—June 30

CLOSED-AQ Roads acquired in 2011 - closed 16 0

CLOSED-LX Roads acquired in 2009 - closed 63 0

DECOM Roads that would be decommissioned 0 212

M-07.00 Motqrn;ed Trail - vehicles less that 50" - no seasonal 30 1
restrictions
Motorized Trail — vehicles 50 inches or less — closed

M-08.00 9/1-6/30 0 12
Motorized Trail — vehicles 50 inches or less — closed

M-08.10 10/15-6/30 0 20
Motorized Trail — vehicles 50 inches or less — closed

M-08.105 10/15-5/31 0 19

M-10.00 Motorized Trail - single track - no seasonal restrictions 19 0

MT NEW . . .

CONSTRUCTION New motorized trail construction 0 4

MT Motorized trail relocated 0 9

RECONSTRUCTION
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10/15-6/30

U q Alternative
se code . . . 1 Alternative
(corresponding Type of Use (corresponding designation on Existi 4
designation on alternative maps) X'SF'F‘g . 2
alternatives maps)* Condition (miles)
(miles)
NATURALLY Roads naturally decommissioned/reclaimed — not 23 0
RECLAIMED drivable
NM & NOMTR NEW New non-motorized trail construction, including new 0 21
CONSTRUCTION mountain bike trail construction
NM . .
RECONSTRUCTION Non-motorized trail relocated 0 3
NM, NOMTR & . .
NOMTR-ES Non-motorized trail 71 106
OPEN-HWY LEGAL Roa(_js_open to highway legal vehicles - no seasonal 277 202
restrictions
OPEN-LX Roads acquired in 2009 - open 13 0
ROAD NEW .
CONSTRUCTION Road new construction 0 0.20
ROAD
RECONSTRUCTION Road relocated/reconstructed 0 0.50
UC-CLOSED Unclassified road or trail — closed 40
UC—M-07.00 Unclassified motorized trail - no seasonal restrictions 5
Unclassified motorized trail — season restriction 11-
UC-M-11.00 RES closed 9/1-6/30 L 0
UC-OPEN Unclassified road or trail - open 12 0
UC-OPEN10 Unclassified road seasonal restriction 10-RES, closed > 0

1 open motorized routes, motorized routes closed yearlong and motorized routes closed seasonally may receive
occasional administrative use
2 This column shows the resulting/total/cumulative routes available if the proposed changes are made; these are

approximate mileage figures and due to rounding and changes between categories, may not exactly match the narrative

discussion.

Under alternative 4, trails of interest in the planning area (CDNST, Helmville-Gould, and
Stonewall) would be managed as described below (see appendix G for a map of these trail
corridors and the types of uses that would change under alternative 4, and a summary by trail

section in appendix C).

The CDNST within the planning area would be managed primarily for non-motorized use;
approximately 3 miles of non-motorized trail would be reconstructed and approximately 1 mile
of trail would be managed for seasonal motorized use (closed 10/15-6/30); less than 0.5 miles
would be open to motorized use with no restrictions. Flesher Pass to Stemple Pass would change
from a single-track motorized trail to a non-motorized trail. Stemple Pass to Marsh Creek would
change from a motorized trail (open to vehicles 50 inches or less in width with no seasonal
restrictions) to a non-motorized trail with some trail reconstruction. Marsh Creek to Nevada
Mountain would continue to have approximately 1 mile of motorized use. Approximately 0.5
miles of the CDNST would be located along a road. Mountain bike use would be allowed but
would not be specifically promoted.
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The Helmville-Gould Trail would continue to be managed for motorized use for vehicles 50
inches or less. Seasonal motorized use would be allowed from its intersection with the CDNST
to Dalton Mountain. The trail would be closed to motorized use from October 15 - June 30
annually (see map in appendix G). To address layout sustainability, user safety, and Forest
Service OHV trail standards, some relocation and reconstruction would occur on this trail. This
would somewhat lengthen the total route and provide continuous OHV access along its length.

The Stonewall Trail would continue to be designated as a motorized trail. It would change from
having no seasonal restrictions to being closed to wheeled use from October 15 — June 30 (see
map in appendix G). Like the Helmville-Gould, it would also have some segments relocated and
reconstructed to address layout sustainability, user safety, and Forest Service OHV trail
standards. This relocation would also provide improved vista opportunities.

Overall, alternative 4 would increase (via new construction or changing existing route
designations) the designated motorized trail system by approximately 7 miles to a total of 63
miles. The designated non-motorized trail system would also increase (via new construction or
changing existing route designations)by approximately 59 miles, to a total of 130 miles and a
mountain bike trail system would be designated in the planning area (see appendix G for a map
of proposed motorized, non-motorized and mountain bike routes and appendix C for tabular
summaries. Table 6 illustrates how this mountain bike trail system would be delineated with
other types of uses.

Seven trailheads and two parking areas would be designated under alternative 4 to facilitate road
and trail changes. These are the same as those described for alternatives 2 and 3 in addition to the
following (see maps in appendix G for more details). These designations would improve public
safety (by providing a safe place for vehicle parking and turning around) and reduce resource
damage by confining the boundaries of use):

¢ Trailhead along 1821-B1-NEW in T15N R8W Section 33
¢ Trailhead along 485-D1 in T13N R7W, Section 34

This alternative proposes roads for closure, storage and decommissioning. For purposes of this
analysis, we assume all roads proposed for storage under alternative 4 would be stored at the 3-S
level and all roads proposed for decommissioning would be decommissioned at the 4 level. Table
4 illustrates what these terms means and the various closure levels for each category.

As is displayed in table 6, there would be changes to the existing condition if alternative 4 were
implemented. In order to further understand how specific routes would change under this
alternative; see the route-by-route accounting provided in appendix C, the maps provided in
appendix G and summary tables at the end of this chapter.

Programmatic Forest Plan Amendments

Like alternative 2 and alternative 3, implementing alternative 4 would require a programmatic
amendment to the Helena National Forest Plan regarding the standard for big game security
index. The proposed programmatic plan amendment would establish a new standard for big
game security. This standard would apply only to National Forest System lands within those
portions of an elk herd unit that are within the Lincoln Ranger District, Helena National Forest
administrative boundary. In the next section and also in appendix F, we describe in detail how
the wording in the Forest Plan would change as part of this amendment.
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There would also be a need for a programmatic Forest Plan amendment to address Management
Areas N1 and R1. For Management Area N1 the amendment speaks to the Continental Divide
National Scenic Trail #440 in T 13N R7W Sections 15, 16, 21, and 22 as this trail crosses
through Forest Plan N1 Management Area. This N1 area is a proposed Research Natural Area
where the standard states that trails (motorized or non-motorized) will not be allowed. The
CDNST was in existence in this location when the Forest Plan was signed; however the Plan did
not acknowledge this and an amendment is needed now as part of this proposed action. Appendix
I illustrates how the wording in the Forest Plan would change for Management Area N1 related
to the CDNST.

For Management Area R1 the amendment speaks to the Helmville-Gould Trail #467 starting in
T13N R7W Section 33 and ending in T13N R8W Section 33 as it crosses through and serves as
the boundary of Forest Plan R1 Management Area. This R1 area is managed as unroaded and
undeveloped land for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. This amendment would need to
exempt this portion of trail #467 in R1 Management Area to be managed as motorized. The 1986
Helena Forest Plan identified the Nevada Mountain Roadless area as non-motorized. Trail #467
was clearly located within the boundary. Nevertheless, motorized use was allowed on #467 prior
to the Forest Plan and was allowed to continue. Subsequent special orders were signed by the
forest supervisor to allow motorized use on Trail #467; however no amendment to the forest plan
was completed. Appendix | illustrates how the wording in the Forest Plan would change for
Management Area R1 related to the Helmville-Gould Trail.

Forest Plan Amendment for Big Game Security Index — Forest Plan
Amendment Alternatives A and B

Forest Plan Amendment Alternative A - Retain the Existing Forest Plan Big Game
Security Standard 4(a)

Alternative A - No Action would retain the existing big game security Forest Plan standard. In
this case, ‘no action’ means that we would not amend the Forest Plan and the existing
Forestwide Standard 4(a) for big game security would not be changed. The exact language of the
current standard is as follows and this would remain as written under forest plan amendment
alternative A:

Forestwide Standard Big Game 4(a) (HFP pp. 11/17 — 11/18) — Implement an
aggressive road management program to maintain or improve big game security.

a. Road management will be implemented to at least maintain big game habitat
capability and hunting opportunity. To provide for a first week bull elk harvest
that does not exceed 40 percent of the total bull harvest, roads will be
managed during the general big game hunting season to maintain open road
densities with the following limits.

Forest Plan Big Game Security Index
Existing Percent Hiding Existing Percent Hiding Max Open
Cover @ Cover @ Road Density mi/mi®

56 80 24

49 70 1.9

42 60 1.2

35 50 0.1
W Forest Service definition - a timber stand which conceals 90 percent or more of a standing elk at 200
feet.
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Forest Plan Big Game Security Index

© MFWP definition - a stand of coniferous trees having a crown closure of greater than 40 percent.

The existing hiding cover to open road density ratio should be determined over a
large geographic area, such as a timber sale analysis area, a third order drainage,
or an elk herd unit.

Forest Plan Amendment Alternative B — Change the Forest Plan Big Game Security
Standard (Preferred Alternative)

Along with the four travel plan action alternatives (alternatives 2, 3 and 4), we are also proposing
to programmatically amend the Helena National Forest Plan regarding the standard for the big
game security index. With this proposal (Forest Plan amendment alternative B), the Forest Plan
Standard 4(a) (described briefly in appendix A and in detail in appendix F) would be replaced
with the following language in order to establish a new big game security standard. This standard
applies only to National Forest System lands within those portions of an elk herd unit that are
within the Lincoln Ranger District, Helena National Forest administrative boundary.

Standard

Road management will be implemented to maintain or improve big game security* and hunting
opportunity.

This standard applies only to the National Forest System lands within those portions of an elk
herd unit that are within the Lincoln Ranger District, Helena National Forest administrative
boundary.

Public Motorized Use: Public motorized use will be managed during the hunting season (from
9/1 - 12/1) to maintain elk security at the following levels:

Table 7: Elk Security Percentages per Elk Herd Unit.

Percentage of Elk Security within that Portion of an Elk Herd Unit within the Lincoln
Ranger District Administrative Boundary by Travel Plan Alternative
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

Herd Unit Security Security Security Security

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
Arrastra 57 55 57 57
Beaver Creek 41 47 52 48
Flesher Pass 27 32 49 42
Keep Cool 36 46 60 52
Landers 84 84 84 84
Nevada 44 a7 59 52
Ogden 21 23 41 24
Poorman 12 15 40 32

Other Use: Administrative use’ for travel on routes that are closed to public motorized use is
permitted subject to existing authorization procedures (i.e. variances approved by line officers
are required prior to use of motorized routes closed to the public).

Temporary reductions associated with management activities in security blocks between 9/1 and
12/1 are allowed as long as impacts to elk or elk security are mitigated® at the project level.
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Temporary reductions will be evaluated and effects analyzed (including cumulative effects) at the
project level and reviewed by a journey level wildlife biologist. It is at this scale and time when
project design features and/or mitigations would be applied to ensure that impacts to elk or elk
security during hunting season are addressed and reduced over the implementation timeline of
the project. Temporary reductions are managed at the project scale and at the herd unit (or
across herd units where security blocks cross into one or more herd units) to ensure big game
security during the 9/1 — 12/1 hunting season is maintained or improved over the long term.

Exceptions to the Standard: Emergency situations are not subject to this standard.

Definitions

'Security is defined as a proportion of an elk herd unit within the administrative boundary of the
Lincoln Ranger District that consists of an area of at least 1000 acres in size that is at least %2
mile from a motorized route open to the public between 9/1 and 12/1. Security blocks do not
include constrictions less than or equal to %2 mile in width. Security is calculated across all
ownerships within the administrative boundary.

Administrative use for travel on motorized routes is defined as vehicle use associated with
management activities or projects on National Forest land administered by the Forest Service or
under authorization of the Forest Service. Management Activities include but are not limited to,
law enforcement, timber harvest, reforestation, cultural treatments, prescribed fire, watershed
restoration, wildlife and fish habitat improvement, private land access, allotment management
activities, and mineral exploration and development that occur on National Forest land
administered by the Forest Service or under authorization of the Forest Service.

*Mitigation is defined as design elements and/or constraints applied to project level activities
that reduce project impacts on elk or elk security. Mitigation measures may include but are not
limited to one or more of the following: timing restrictions of activities in security blocks,
confining activities to one security block at a time, completing as much of the preparatory work
as possible prior to the hunting season, reducing the size/acres/intensity/magnitude of the
activity, allowing activities that benefit elk (particularly in management areas with a wildlife
emphasis), limiting activities to one season, temporarily closing roads open to the public to
compensate for the activity, etc.

Goal

Maintain or, where opportunities arise, improve big game security in those portions of an elk
herd unit within the administrative boundary of the Lincoln Ranger District during the 9/1 — 12/1
hunting season where security is less than 50%. Maintain big game security in those portions of
an elk herd unit within the administrative boundary of the Lincoln Ranger District between 9/1
and 12/1 where security is greater than or equal to 50%.

Forest Plan amendment alternative B could apply to any of the three travel plan action
alternatives. For purposes of comparison, we also evaluate and consider in detail retaining our
existing Forest Plan Standard 4a for the big game security index; this is Forest Plan amendment
alternative A. It could also apply to any of the three travel plan action alternatives selected.
Forest Plan amendment alternative B is our preferred alternative. Both of these alternatives are
described in detail in appendix F, along with the rationale for the amendment.
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A travel plan decision and a big game security forest plan amendment decision would be made
via Records of Decision for this project and would identify which travel plan alternative (1, 2, 3
or 4) is selected for implementation and which big game security forest plan amendment
alternative (A or B) is selected for implementation.

Discussion

One of the objectives of the Blackfoot Travel Plan is to avoid imposing dated management
direction contained in the Helena Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1986, as amended) on the
road and trail system of the Blackfoot landscape (see Purpose and Need for Action section of
chapter 1). Appendix F provides more detail and discussion on this proposed amendment.

The Blackfoot travel plan is designed to maintain a road and trail system that provides the public
with reasonable access to the National Forest and allows the Forest Service to manage the
landscape with some efficiency, while, at the same time, sheltering as much of the wildlife
resource as possible from problems generated by motor vehicles and disruptive human presence
in general. Part of the process of balancing the need for road access with the security
requirements of big game animals entails developing a system of habitat assessment and
management guidance that can accurately depict the security status of elk in a given area and
appropriately address any problems detected. Experience with the Forest Plan over the last
couple decades has led Helena National Forest wildlife biologists to conclude that elk security
standards in the Plan [particularly big game standard 4(a) (USDA 1986, p. 11/17 — 11/18)] do not
accurately reflect the habitat needs of elk during the hunting season and have required road
closures that restrict travel but often do not improve elk security. In particular:

¢ Forest Plan Standard #4(a) (the big game security index would conclude that six of the
eight elk herd units in the Blackfoot landscape are deficient in elk security to the point
that they do not meet the standard.

¢ Despite the situation that six out of 8 EHUs do not meet Forest Plan Standard 4(a), EIk
numbers have been steadily increasing since the crafting of the Forest Plan in 1986.
Aerial survey data collected by MFWP staff through 2013 indicate that there are at least
10,727 elk within the hunting districts that overlap with the Helena National Forest. This
is well above the 6,400 benchmark identified in the Forest Plan.

¢ Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks’ data indicate that elk populations in the Blackfoot
landscape are either at or near population objectives of the Montana Elk Plan (2004) for
the last several years for most of the Hunting Districts (HDs); or that management
challenges are only partially habitat related. That is, elk security is adequate in many
HDs. The current Forest Plan standard is not an accurate indicator of elk security.

¢ In spite of the fact that the travel plan alternatives propose to close several miles of roads
to vehicle access during the hunting season, the big game security standard #4(a)
indicates that there would be no improvement in elk security in any unit.

¢ Inseveral herd units, not even the closure of all roads managed by the Forest would be
enough to meet standard #4(a). In another herd unit approximately 36 miles of roads
would need to be closed if the standard is to be met. These requirements are impractical
on a grand scale. And the HNF is put in the position of never being able to meet standard
#4(a) in these herd units in the foreseeable future (even while elk continue to thrive).

¢ The alternative methodology proposed in the Forest Plan amendment—the percentage of
an elk herd unit occupied by elk security areas - indicates that overall elk security in the
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Blackfoot landscape is adequate. This measure of security, unlike the Forest Plan
standard, is sensitive to changes in open road configuration—pointing out where
management is effective and where it needs to improve.

¢ By introducing reasonably measurable criteria as part of the formula for gauging the
level of security needed in a given herd unit, the new standard provides a more realistic
means of guiding travel management on the Forest.

In conclusion, Forest Plan Standard #4(a) inaccurately depicts the nature of elk security in the
Blackfoot landscape, is insensitive to changing road densities, and places unnecessary and
impractical constraints on travel management. Meanwhile, the more recently developed elk
security area methodology provides a reasonably accurate picture of elk security across the
landscape, is responsive to proposed changes in open motorized route patterns, and correctly
directs management to areas that need further attention.

Although this amendment eliminates cover measurements as part of the determination of elk
security, it does not change other elk or big game related standards relative to the analysis and
maintenance of cover, notably Big Game Standards 1, 2, 3, and 5. Big Game Standards 4b thru
4h and 6 regarding road management activities are also still in effect.

Features Common to the Travel Plan Action Alternatives

Motorized Use within 300 Feet from a Designated Route

The 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision allowed off-route vehicle camping within 300 feet of roads
and trails; but, required visitors to select camp sites by non-motorized means and access these
campsites by the most direct route causing the least damage. These uses would continue to be
allowed under alternative 1.

Under alternatives 2, 3 and 4, we will continue to allow parking safely adjacent to a designated
road or motorized trail within 30 feet from the edge of the road or motorized trail. In addition,
wheeled motorized vehicle travel for dispersed camping or parking associated with dispersed
camping will be allowed within 300 feet of designated system routes, including roads and trails
(unless signed otherwise or specifically closed) as long as:

¢ No new permanent routes are created by this activity

+ No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
¢ Travel off-route does not cross streams

¢ Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

¢ Recreationalists will use the most direct route to disperse camp

¢ Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

Motorized Route Management
Under alternatives 2, 3, and 4 we would:

e Restrict public wheeled motorized use (where not already restricted), to designated routes
only (36 CFR 212.50(a)). If other unclassified routes are discovered that are not currently
captured in this analysis (and shown on maps in appendix G and included in summary
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tables in appendix C), they would be considered non-System roads and would not be open
for motorized use.

o Designate all motorized trails for vehicles 50 inches wide or less, including motorcycles,
unless specified otherwise for a particular trail in the description of the alternative

e Permit tracked vehicles as long as they meet the size class shown on the motor vehicle
use map.

e Post signs on the ground once a decision is made in order to clarify changes to the
transportation system.

e Monitor road closure effectiveness for resource concerns and resource protection.
e Notify the public of any temporary closures through news releases and signing.

o Consider the appropriateness of motorized mixed use (designation of an NFS road for use
by both highway-legal and non-highway-legal motor vehicles) following the selection of
an alternative in the record of decision. A site-specific analysis of the suitability of routes
for mixed motorized use is not part of this analysis. The Forest Engineer would perform
an engineering analysis on all roads under consideration to determine the practicality and
feasibility of allowing motorized mixed use. The primary consideration during these
evaluations is safety, including speed, site distance, and safety for loading and unloading
vehicles. Motorized mixed use would be studied on a case by case basis and implemented
over time as conditions of the engineering analysis are met. We anticipate that this
motorized mixed use analysis may be conducted prior to the issuance of the MVUM or
used in any subsequent annual updates to the MVVUM upon completion.

e A motor vehicle use map (MVUM) would be created as a result of selecting alternatives
2, 3 or 4 and would supplement the information provided by the Forest Visitor Map. The
MVUM would display roads, trails and areas designated for motor vehicle use by vehicle
class and time of year. The MVVUM Production Guide (USDA Forest Service 2007)
would be used as a guide when producing this map. The Forest Visitor Map would
provide information on non-motorized routes and other information not directly related to
motorized vehicle use.

Road Storage and Decommissioning

Road closure methods (including storage and decommissioning levels) are described in table 4.
For purposes of this analysis, we assume all roads proposed for storage under any of the action
alternatives would be stored at the 3-S level and all roads proposed for decommissioning would
be decommissioned at the 4 level. We have proposed storage for some roads instead of
decommissioning for the following reason:

o When it is likely we would need the road in 10 — 20 years for access to suitable timber
lands as identified in the Forest Plan or potential needs for access to mining claims,
private land, or some other similar situation.

Stored roads would not be open for administrative use. Stored roads may not be useable without
work, such as re-grading, drainage improvements and replacement of culverts. If a large fire
occurred and a stored road was necessary for immediate access, we would take that road out of
storage and use it for that purpose and then store the road again after the fire. Some mining-claim
access roads are proposed for storage but only if there is no current plan of operation for that
mine, meaning there are no immediate and anticipated need for access. However, if a plan of
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operation were submitted, we would undertake additional NEPA analysis to evaluate this action
and determine if any stored roads should be reopened.

In alternatives 2, 3, and 4 we identified many of the unclassified roads acquired through the land
acquisition process for storage as opposed to decommissioning to keep options open for long-
term resource management.

The routes being proposed for storage would provide effective closures for grizzly bears north of
the highway. On the Lincoln Ranger District, the entire area north of Highway 200 is within the
Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone. The Interagency
Grizzly Bear Committee manages habitat within the NCDE and guidelines have been developed
to address open and total route densities, and secure habitat. Secure habitat, also referred to as
core area, is defined as areas “free of motorized access during the non-denning period.” To
satisfy the requirements of secure habitat, road closures must effectively prevent motorized
access. As defined, gates do not constitute “effective closures,” however, entrance obliterations
do. Therefore, the storage classification would count as an effective closure only if the first 1/4
mile of the road was ripped and berms put in place.

Monitoring, Maintenance and Enforcement

Once a decision is made on the travel plan via the record of decision, the implementation phase
would begin. We would develop an implementation plan that would outline and prioritize the
steps necessary to create the MVVUM and associated actions; we would set priorities for road and
trail treatments (decommissioning or storage, construction, reconstruction, or closure actions,
etc.) would occur in the first phases of implementation or in subsequent phases. These priorities
have not been developed but would occur after finalization of this plan. We anticipate the
implementation would be based on areas of highest resource concern (e.g. Bull trout and critical
habitat in the Blackfoot River, and its tributaries, Poorman Creek and Copper Creek, as
described in the Draft Recovery Plan (USDI FWS 2005); watersheds that contain sediment-
impaired streams (and are listed on the Montana 303(d) list) to address Restoration Plans for the
Middle Blackfoot-Nevada Creek TMDL and the Blackfoot Headwaters TMDL; roads or trails on
sensitive soil types, and storage and decommissioning in grizzly bear areas; and possibly areas
with high recreational needs. An interdisciplinary approach would be used to develop and
prioritize this plan, once an alternative is selected for implementation.

Effectiveness monitoring would occur, based on available resources. Highest priority would be
ensuring allowed, wheeled, motorized vehicle travel—off-road but within 300 feet of the edge of
designated system routes, including roads and trails—is not:

¢ Creating any new permanent routes
+ Damaging existing vegetation, soil, or water resources
¢ Crossing streams, riparian or wet areas

While not a comprehensive survey, watershed crew members conducting road surveys for this
planning effort and gathered data on some dispersed recreation sites during this survey (Coleman
2014). We will build on this effort once an alternative is selected for implementation. This effort
would be used to assess compliance with the above criteria and ensure they are being met, or
recommend closures where necessary.

We would adhere to the following direction from Forest Service Manual 7710 (7716.51 —
Temporary Emergency Closures):
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1. If the responsible official determines that motor vehicle use on an NFS road, an NFS
trail, or in an area on NFS lands is directly causing or will directly cause considerable
adverse effects on public safety, soil, vegetation, wildlife habitat, or cultural resources
associated with that road, trail, or area, the responsible official shall immediately close
that road, trail, or area to motor vehicle use (36 CFR 212.52(b)(2)).

2. Temporary, emergency closures must remain in effect until the responsible official
determines that:

a. The adverse effects have been mitigated (that is, reduced to the point where they are
not considerable adverse effects) or eliminated; and

b. Measures have been implemented to prevent future recurrence (36 CFR
212.52(b)(2)).

Education regarding the MVUM would necessarily be intensive in the early stages of
implementation; but would reduce over time as the public becomes more familiar with the new
regulations on the Forest.

Other Forest Plan Programmatic Amendments

As stated for alternatives 2, 3 and 4 in their respective alternative descriptions (and in table s- 1
and table 8), there would be a need for a programmatic Forest Plan amendment related to trails
within the N1 (research natural areas) and R1 (undeveloped land for dispersed recreation)
management areas.

The N1 management area (research natural areas) identifies the following standard for
recreation. “Dispersed recreation facilities, such as trails or trailnead developments will not be
allowed”. Currently a segment of the CDNST #440 passes through the N1 management area near
Granite Butte. The R1 management area (Nevada Mountain Roadless Area) identifies that no
motor vehicles would be allowed. The Helmville-Gould Trail #467 crosses through and serves as
a boundary for this management area, and is currently managed as a motorized trail.

Appendix | also includes a description of how the specific language in the Forest Plan for these
management areas would change under alternative 2, 3, or 4.

Project Design Features

We developed the following project design features and mitigation measures to be used as part of
all of the action alternatives. These features were developed to reduce or eliminate adverse
impacts from project activities, and are incorporated as an integrated part of alternatives 2, 3 and
4. Project design features are based upon standard practices and operating procedures that have
been employed and proved effective in similar circumstances and conditions. Project design
features are non-discretionary once approved in a decision. Project design features do not apply
to alternative 1- no action because no project activities are proposed under this alternative; no
changes would be made to the existing system of roads and trails in the planning area under
alternative 1. However, continuing current management under alternative 1 would include the
use of standard operating procedures and best management practices for routine road and trail
maintenance and other routine activities as part of managing the current transportation system.

Forest Service National Best management Practices for Water Quality Management on National
Forest System Lands, Volume 1 National Core BMP Technical Guide (BMPs, USDA Forest
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Service 2012) applicable to road and trail management would be implemented under any of the
action alternatives; these are available in the project record and are an integral part of
implementation for any of the action alternatives.

Hydrology and Soils

1.

10.

11.

12.

For road location and design, all practical BMPs from the BMP Technical Guide section
Road-2. Road Location and Design would be implemented.

For road construction or reconstruction, all practical BMPs from the BMP Technical Guide
section Road-3. Road Construction and Reconstruction would be implemented. (e.g., use
properly-sized culverts, locate on uplands, avoid or minimize stream crossings, stabilize cut
and fill slopes, control erosion and sedimentation).

For road operations and maintenance, all practical BMPs from the BMP Technical Guide
section Road-4. Road Operations and Maintenance would be implemented.

For road storage and decommissioning, all practical BMPs from the BMP Technical Guide
section Road-5. Road Storage and Decommissioning would be implemented. Roads placed
in storage or decommissioned would effectively restore the natural watercourse by removing
culverts and pulling stream banks back to a natural gradient.

For stream crossings on open roads that are constructed or reconstructed, all practical BMPs
from the BMP Technical Guide section Road-6. Stream Crossings would be implemented.

Any stream crossing proposed for restoration would have their channels and crossing sites
reshaped to pass expected flows. Streambed materials would be replaced to a particle size
distribution suitable for the site and floodplain function would be restored.

Implement and monitor applicable best management practices on roads that are stored or
decommissioned or for implementation of new road or trail construction or reconstruction.

All required permits would be obtained prior to project implementation, and followed during
implementation. Potentially required permits include Clean Water Act section 404 permit,
the Montana Stream Protection Act (SPA) 124 permit as well as the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality 318 (turbidity) permit.

Dispersed camping activities and other dispersed use recreation authorized for this planning
effort would incorporate all practical BMPs from the BMP Technical Guide section Rec-3.
Dispersed Use Recreation. This use would be monitored for adverse effects on water quality
and riparian resources and changes implemented if needed.

Construction, reconstruction and maintenance of any motorized and non-motorized trails
would incorporate all practical BMPs from the BMP Technical Guide section Rec-4.
Motorized and Non-motorized Trails. If construction for new trails occurs adjacent to, or
across any streams, appropriate methods to control risk of sediment delivery to streams
would be used (e.g., silt fencing, straw waddles).

Areas of decomposed granite soil would be identified and erosion control measures planned
prior to ground disturbing activities (Forest Plan page 11-26) associated with storage,
decommissioning or new road or trail construction. Best management practices to reduce soil
erosion would be applied.

A sediment control plan would be developed during the implementation phase for this
planning decision; this is a standard best management practice that would be followed.
Wherever possible, watersheds that contain sediment-impaired streams (and are listed on the
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13.

Montana 303(d) list to address Restoration Plans for the Middle Blackfoot-Nevada Creek
TMDL and the Blackfoot Headwaters TMDL) would be given priority for road storage and
decommissioning.

Monitoring, maintenance and enforcement would occur under any of the action alternatives,
particularly to ensure that motorized use within 300 feet of roads would not result in adverse
resource impacts, including impacts to water quality or riparian areas. One area, at the top of
the Sandbar area, would receive particular attention. Additional signage or specific area
rehabilitation would be considered and implemented in this area, as needed.

Heritage

14.

15.

16.

Any areas of proposed new ground disturbance (resulting from road and trail closures or new
construction) would be reviewed for cultural resources to ensure activities comply with
NEPA, the Forest Plan and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Heritage
resource protective measures may be prescribed as needed and would be incorporated prior
to implementation. A phased approach under the Heritage Programmatic Agreement (PA)
with the Montana State Historic Preservation Office (MT SHPO) has been consulted on and
would be implemented; this will be described in more detail in the Record of Decision.

Identified heritage properties that occur within 600 feet of roads in the Blackfoot planning
area that are closed, stored, decommissioned or planned for other ground disturbing
treatment would be periodically revisited, monitored, and documented.

Protection measures may include, but are not limited to, seasonal and permanent route or
area closures (special orders); designated routes and dispersed camping spots (away from
cultural resources); hardening of cultural resources (e.g., bury the road bed with topsoil as
opposed to ripping up the tread, and the archaeological deposit); signage; and data recovery
(see FSM 2364.35 and 2364.36).

Minerals

17.

Road access to currently-permitted mining projects (see minerals section of chapter 3) would
be reviewed with mining claimants following alternative selection to ensure adequate access.

Aquatic Species and Habitat

18.

19.

20.

21.

Any activities planned in RHCAs (within 300 feet on either side of fish-bearing streams; 150
feet on either side of perennial non-fish bearing streams; and 50-100 feet on either side of
intermittent streams) would adhere to all INFISH standards and guidelines for roads and
recreation management, as described in detail in Forest Plan Amendment 14 and summarized
in FEIS appendix A.

Installation, removal or replacement of any culverts or other in-stream work would only
occur after July 15 for streams with westslope cutthroat trout (see aquatic habitat and fish
report for a list of affected watersheds)

Installation, removal or replacement of any culverts or other in-stream work would only
occur between May 15 and September 1 for streams with just bull trout (see aquatic habitat
and fish report for a list of affected watersheds)

Installation, removal or replacement of any culverts or other in-stream work would only
occur between July 15 and September 1 for streams with both bull trout and westslope
cutthroat trout (see aquatic habitat and fish report for a list of affected watersheds)
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

The planning area culvert/fish passage inventory and culvert/flood risk inventory would be
reviewed and updated as needed to ensure any culvert work uses the best available
information.

Road maintenance activities within 300 feet of perennial streams or scoured channels, and
adjacent to or upstream of known or potential bull trout spawning and rearing areas, would
follow requirements of the Programmatic Biological Assessment For Road Maintenance for
Bull Trout (USDI BLM and USDA Forest Service 1999)

Road closure, storage and decommissioning activities would be conducted to ensure that
adverse impacts to bull trout are minimized. These mitigation measures are outlined in the
Biological Assessment of Road Related Action on Western Montana’s Federal Lands that are
Likely to Adversely Affect Bull Trout (USDA Forest Service and USDI BLM 2007), and in
the project-specific Biological Assessment currently being prepared for this project.

Any reasonable and prudent measures or other mitigation measures developed in
consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service during consultation would be
incorporated and documented in the Record of Decision.

Surveys on stream reaches where pearlshell habitat is projected to be present by the Natural
Heritage Program personnel in Montana will be conducted prior to any ground disturbing
activities. Priority for survey should be directed first toward drainages where habitat
conditions are suspected to be poor (as measured by sediment levels in stream substrates) to
identify sites where emphasis should be placed on sediment control, habitat restoration, or
even relocation of mussels. Importantly, coordination with landowners and the State should
occur so surveys could be conducted on lands of other ownership where mussel habitat is
projected to be present. Use the results of these survey efforts to determine if any additional
protection measures for pearlshell mussels should be taken during implementation of this
travel plan.

Existing fuelwood cutting areas, and any that may be allowed along open roads, particularly
those in the Copper Creek drainage, would be monitored to ensure cumulative impacts to
streams are minimized, to ensure compliance with INFISH and the bull trout conservation
strategy. The existing 100-foot no-cut buffer zone along this creek would be monitored and
this width increased if monitoring results indicate adverse impacts are occurring

Noxious Weeds

28.

29.

Incorporate all relevant guidance from FSM 2081.2 and the Environmental Protection
Measures from the Helena National Forest Weed FEIS and accompanying Record of
Decision when implementing road closure, storage or decommissioning and new
construction.

The following Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required by Forest Service Manual
2081.2 - Prevention and Control Measures (FSM 2080).

= Roads - Required Objectives and Associated Practices.

(1) Incorporate weed prevention into road layout, design, and alternative evaluation.
Environmental analysis for road construction and reconstruction will include weed
risk assessment.

(2) Remove the seed source that could be picked up by passing vehicles and limit
seed transport in new and reconstruction areas.
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(a) Remove mud, dirt, and plant parts from all off road equipment before
moving into planning area. Cleaning must occur off National Forest lands. This
does not apply to service vehicles that will stay on the designated roadway,
traveling frequently in and out of the planning area.

(b) Clean equipment prior to leaving the project site, if operating in areas
infested with new invaders as determined by the Forest Weed Specialist.
Reference Contract Provision C/CT 6.626.

(3) Re-establish vegetation on bare ground due to construction and reconstruction
activity to minimize weed spread.

(a) Revegetate disturbed soil, except the travel way on surfaced roads, in a
manner that optimizes plant establishment for that specific site, unless ongoing
disturbance at the site will prevent weed establishment. Use native material
where appropriate and available. Use a seed mix that includes fast, early season
species to provide quick, dense revegetation. To avoid weed contaminated seed,
each lot must be tested by a certified seed laboratory against all State noxious
weed lists and documentation of the seed inspection test provided.

(b) Use local seeding guidelines for detailed procedures and appropriate mixes.
Use native material where appropriate and available. Revegetation may include
planting, seeding, fertilization, and weed-free mulching as indicated by local
prescriptions.

(c) Monitor and evaluate success of revegetation in relation to project plan.
Repeat as indicated by local prescriptions.

(4) Any borrow pits necessary for gravel or fill material would not be used if new weed

species/invaders, defined by the Forest Weed Specialist, are found on site. The pit
would be treated for weed control and monitored prior to use.

(5) Minimize sources of weed seed in areas not yet revegetated. If straw is used for road

stabilization and erosion control, it must be certified weed-free and weed-seed free.

(6) Minimize roadside sources of weed seed that could be transported to other areas

during maintenance.

(a) Look for priority weed species during road maintenance and report back to
District Weed Specialist.

(b) Minimize blading and ditch work where new invaders are found and implement a
weed treatment plan.

(c) Maintain desirable roadside vegetation. If desirable vegetation is removed during
blading or other ground-disturbing activities, area would be revegetated where
possible according to section (3) (a), (b), (¢).

(d) Remove mud, dirt, and plant parts from all off road equipment before moving
into planning area. Cleaning must occur off National Forest lands. (This does not
apply to service vehicles that will stay on the roadway, traveling frequently in and
out of the planning area.)

(e) Clean equipment prior to leaving the project site, if operating in areas infested
with new invaders, as determined by the Forest Weed Specialist. Reference Contract
Provision C/CT 6.626.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

(f) Straw used for road stabilization and erosion control would be certified weed-free
or weed-seed-free.

(7) Reduce weed establishment in road decommissioning/reclamation projects.
Revegetate according to section (3) (a), (b), (c) above.

Recommended certified weed seed free native seed mixtures can be found in the Botany
Specialist Report.

Where feasible for restoration of disturbed ground, cover bare soils with a thin layer of duff
from adjacent sites, if available. It is important to leave some duff on adjacent sites where
cover material is collected.

Only herbicides approved for use identified in the Helena National Forest Noxious Weed
FEIS and Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service 2006) would be used. All herbicides
would be used in accordance with label restrictions under that decision.

Inventory routes prior to new ground disturbance (road or trail construction,
decommissioning) and treat weeds that occur adjacent to the route. Inventory routes for
weeds one and three years after construction/disturbance and treat weeds that are presently
adjacent to the roads or trails.

On newly acquired lands, inventory for weeds and consider appropriate treatment prior to
opening to ensure weed spread is minimize.

Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

If any new TES plant occurrences are discovered within the planning area in the future and
could be affected by travel plan implementation, appropriate mitigation would be identified
in consultation with a Forest Service botanist and implemented as appropriate; separate
NEPA analysis may be necessary at that time, depending on the type and scope of action.

A 100-foot buffer around any sensitive plant species would be required when herbicides are
applied. Within this buffer only hand-pulling of weeds would be allowed, (Environmental
Protection Measure #22 from the Helena National Forest Noxious Weed FEIS and Record of
Decision 2006).

Sensitive plant occurrences along roadsides would be buffered from road maintenance
activities.

Prior to implementation of route decommissioning, storage, new construction or re-
construction, a Forest Service botanist would be consulted to ensure that any new or existing
sensitive plant occurrences in the vicinity of ground disturbance would be protected. Under
alternative 4, new non-motorized trail construction would occur in the vicinity of a Missoula
phlox population (#32) and a whitebark pine stand (#40) and would be flagged and protected
during construction activities.

As part of the effectiveness monitoring that would occur during the implementation phase
(with highest priority given to ensuring allowed, wheeled, motorized vehicle travel—off-
road but within 300 feet of the edge of designated system routes is not creating any new
permanent routes, damaging existing vegetation, soil, or water resource, or crossing streams,
riparian or wet areas, as described in the previous section on Monitoring, Maintenance and
Enforcement), the Missoula phlox occurrence (#32) south of Granite Butte would be
monitored to ensure adverse impacts to this population are not occurring since it occurs
within 300 feet of a designated route under any alternative. If adverse impacts are observed,
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changes in the management of motorized use would be considered or other appropriate
protective measures taken, in consultation with a botanist.

40. As part of the effectiveness monitoring that would occur during the implementation phase

41.

42.

(with highest priority given to ensuring allowed, wheeled, motorized vehicle travel—off-
road but within 300 feet of the edge of designated system routes is not creating any new
permanent routes, damaging existing vegetation, soil, or water resource, or crossing streams,
riparian or wet areas, as described in the previous section on Monitoring, Maintenance and
Enforcement), white bark pine stands would be monitored.

Under alternative 4, new non-motorized trail construction would occur in the vicinity of a
Missoula phlox population (#32) and a whitebark pine stand (#40) and would be flagged and
protected during construction activities.

Under alternative 4, new motorized and non-motorized trail reconstruction would occur on
the Continental Divide and Stonewall trails and would require removal of whitebark pine
trees. A botanist would be consulted during layout of these reconstructed segments to ensure
adverse impacts are minimized.

Project Sequencing

43.

44,

45,

Road closure, storage or decommissioning actions proposed as part of this travel plan will be
implemented carefully so as not to impact road access needs for other ongoing or planned
projects (e.g. fuels projects, mining activities, special uses, timber harvest, etc.).

Where necessary, culvert removal would be implemented at the appropriate time to avoid
impacts to over-snow use. Other activities, such as road decommissioning, would be
scheduled and implemented considering access to groomed and ungroomed snowmobile
routes and cross-country ski routes permitted under the Blackfoot Winter Travel Plan.

Separate from this travel planning effort, we would work with private land owners in the
areas of Patterson Prairie, Arrastra Creek, Stemple Pass and T13N, R7W to ensure
appropriate access for fire management, fire emergencies, and public safety; special use
permits for this access would be considered.

Recreation

46.

47.

48.

49.

Mountain bike trail locations would be carefully delineated on the ground, using an
interdisciplinary approach to ensure proper alignments are selected to minimize resource
impacts. Roads that would be stored or decommissioned as part of this travel plan may be
appropriate as segments of mountain bike trails and would be considered where feasible.

The Helena National Forest Infrastructure Database (INFRA) would be updated to reflect
that if Trail 404 is closed to wheeled motorized use yearlong as part of this decision,
snowmobile use along this trail would continue as a managed use and appropriate clearing
distances applied.

Design and layout of proposed new trail construction or reconstruction would consider the
use of existing road or trail footprints wherever possible to minimize new ground
disturbance

New trail construction and/or reconstruction and new trailhead and parking area construction
would adhere to applicable agency best management practices for construction of motorized
and non-motorized trails and developed recreation sites (FS-990a, pg. 89-92).
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Scenery

50. If site-specific resource protection measures are needed for proposed travel route
construction, reconstruction, storage or decommissioning, such measures would use natural
materials such as gravel, soil, and rocks to create barriers in order prevent vehicular access
where needed. Since these physical measures borrow elements from the natural landscape,
the visual scenes they create are expected to meet the definition of retention (i.e., activities
will repeat the line, form, color, and texture frequently found in the characteristic landscape).

Wildlife

51. Design all motorized and non-motorized route construction, trailhead and parking area
construction to minimize the removal of trees greater than 12 inches d.b.h.

52. Any tree removal for roads, trails, trailheads, or parking areas should be implemented prior
to May 1 or after July in order to protect nesting birds, unless surveys indicate birds are not
present.

53. Goshawk surveys should be conducted along any new route requiring construction activities.
In the event any new goshawk or other raptor nests are discovered in areas where
construction activities are proposed, a minimum 30-40-acre no-treatment buffer will be
maintained around nest trees until the young fledge.

54. Develop a site-specific action plan for acquired lands in Bartlett, First, Second, and Third
Gulch prior to implementing activities in any of the action alternatives to address
decommissioning, road storage, or invasive plants treatment.

55. To be in compliance with the Forest Plan standard for Management Area W-1, work with the
District Biologist to refine trail improvements, as proposed in alternative 4, on the upper
portion of Stonewall Mountain trail (#417) to minimize impacts to whitebark pine, which is
a food source for grizzly bears, and to maintain a trail system with minimal motorized travel
on the ridge to reduce disturbance and displacement of grizzly bears and mountain goats.

Roadless Areas

56. If alternative 2 were selected for implementation, two small road segments that are currently
closed to motorized use, 1841 and 1841-D1, totaling 0.2 miles, would remain closed to
motorized use because they occur within the Specimen Creek unroaded expanse. This would
ensure that wilderness attributes and roadless area characteristics are maintained in this area.

Alternatives (or Alternative Components) Considered but
Eliminated from Detailed Study

Federal agencies are required by NEPA to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that
were not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14). Public comments received in response to the
proposed action provided suggestions for alternative methods for achieving the purpose and
need. Although some of the suggestions received were used in the development of alternative 4
or in minor refinements to the other alternatives, other suggestions may have been outside the
scope, duplicative of the alternatives considered in detail, or determined to be components that
would cause unnecessary environmental harm. Therefore, other suggested alternatives were
considered, but dismissed from detailed consideration for reasons summarized below.
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Initial Travel Plan Proposed Action

Alternative 2 described in this document (and also in the DEIS as alternative 2 — proposed
action) is not exactly the same as the initial proposed action that was distributed for public
comment via the Notice of Intent in 2010 and 2012, although they are quite similar. Since the
distribution of the proposed action in late October/early November 2010, we have made a few
minor adjustments to clarify definitions, wording and otherwise edit the narrative description of
the proposed action to ensure accuracy. While working with GIS coverages and in order to
describe the proposed action in the level of detail necessary for analysis, we have also made
several other adjustments to increase the accuracy of data for analysis. For example, the
information displayed in table 3 is the same information provided during scoping in 2010 and in
all subsequent NOIs; however, the miles estimates in each category for the proposed action are
not the same as those provided in these prior documents. While the intent of the proposed action
is the same and only minor changes have been made since scoping in 2010, how we calculated
these road and trail miles has been updated to more accurately reflect the updated codes and GIS
coverage.

We addressed unclassified routes, which were not done previously; these routes were identified
on our 2010 scoping maps as part of the existing condition but we had not proposed any change
to them at the time; this is addressed now in alternatives 2, 3 and 4.

As stated previously, we identified the need to amend the Forest Plan regarding the standard for
the big game security index. The proposed programmatic plan amendment would establish a new
big game security standard for elk herd units located within the planning area. As a result,
Helena Forest Plan Standard 4a would be amended as it relates to the Blackfoot travel planning
area. This programmatic plan amendment was not clearly stated in the original Notice of Intent
or in the November 2010 newsletter describing the proposed action.

Alternative 2 described in this document better addresses the purpose and need for action and the
public input received to date, and more accurately reflected on-the-ground conditions and
incorporates the latest and most up-to-date GIS data; therefore, the initial proposed action was
dismissed from further detailed analysis.

Forest Plan Big Game Security Amendment

The preferred big game security amendment described in this document as Preferred Forest Plan
Amendment Alternative B is not exactly the same as the initial big game security amendment
that was described in the DEIS, although they are similar. As described previously in this chapter
and in full in appendix F, we have revised this big game security amendment language (and titled
it big game security forest plan amendment alternative B) based on a thorough evaluation of
public comments we received on the DEIS, continued collaboration with MFWP and additional
internal team input. Most notably were the use of the 30 percent threshold and the 250-acre
security block size. Through collaboration, alternative B was developed to include the
recommendation to increase the security block size to 1000 acres and increase the desired
minimum threshold to 50 percent even though it was realized that some units might never meet
this desired level.

While the DEIS described the rationale for the proposal to develop a new big game security
standard and compared the effects of keeping the existing standard to changing it, it did not
clearly state and describe both alternatives (a no-action/no change alternative to keep the existing
standard and the proposed action). We have corrected this. Keeping the current big game security

50



Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Chapter 2

standard in the Forest Plan is analyzed in detail in this FEIS as Forest Plan Amendment
Alternative A

In the process of developing Forest Plan Amendment Alternative B, we considered other
suggestions made by the public, brought forward internally or via MFWP. These other
alternatives considered but ultimately dismissed from detailed analysis are described below.

A modification of our existing Forest Plan Standard 4(a) to clarify the unit of analysis as
only including those lands within the National Forest System Boundary: Adjusting the
standard to just reflect conditions on National Forest System lands would eliminate the current
burden of trying to compensate for changing conditions on private lands. However, the existing
standard still requires the use of a cover percentage to calculate the security index. It has been
shown that compliance, or non-compliance, with this requirement is not really reflective of
conditions affecting elk security and population levels and can be greatly affected by natural
events beyond Forest Service management control. Changing the standard to only address NFS
lands would not alter this and therefore not improve upon the present situation.

Forest Plan Amendment Alternative B but with the dates of 10/15 — 12/1: Through
collaboration with MFWP and review of public comments it was recognized that vehicle traffic
associated with the archery season displaced elk and compromised elk security. MFWP cited a
consistent increase in the number of archery hunters (doubling between 1990 and present) and
subsequent increased levels of motorized use during the archery season. This is supported by
recent studies that documented the effects of archery season on elk movement (Conner et al.
2001, Vieira et al. 2003) and on elk pregnancy rates (Davidson et al. 2012). Incorporating only
the rifle season into alternative B would not provide the desired elk security. As a result, this
alternative was not carried forward into the FEIS.

An alternative with specifications outlined in Alternative B with EHU-specific security
percentages: This alternative would adopt the specifications detailed in alternative B but rather
than using 50 percent security as a benchmark, threshold percentages would be alternative and
herd unit specific. This was dismissed because opportunities for improvement in elk security
would not be evident.

Non-motorized Inventoried Roadless Areas

Prior to the preparation of the DEIS, we initially explored another alternative at the request of
Wildlands CPR, in a letter dated July 19, 2012. They requested that we analyze an additional
alternative that designates all Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAS) in the Blackfoot travel planning
area as non-motorized, and decommissions all roads in IRAs, including many of the roads
proposed for storage under alternative 3. Upon further clarification with Wildlands CPR (as
documented via email during September 2012 and available in the project record), this request
was rescinded. We evaluated certain separate components of this preliminary alternative for
possible inclusion into alternative 3, but did not carry them forward for further analysis as part of
alternative 3 because they would not adequately address the purpose and need for action related
to exclusive use from private land and providing reasonable access for future resource
management. For these reasons, this alternative was dismissed from further detailed analysis
prior to preparation of the DEIS.

During the comment period on the DEIS, commenters suggested also that an alternative be
analyzed that designates all inventoried roadless areas (IRAS) in the Blackfoot travel planning
area as non-motorized and to decommission all roads in IRAs. Following the comment period,
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the IDT evaluated each route within IRAs looking for any additional opportunities to close roads
to motorized access, and sections that could be decommissioned (a detailed data table is
available in the project record). This analysis resulted in the following:

¢ Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 all propose a reduction of motorized routes in IRAs. Alternative 1
—no action (existing condition) has approximately 25.5 miles of open highway legal
routes in IRAs. The action alternatives range from 18.3 miles in alternative 2 to 16.2
miles in alternative 4.

¢ Route decommissioning in IRAs ranges from 7.7 miles in alternative 2 to 59.5 miles in
alternative 4.

Looking at each route specifically resulted in the IDT’s determination that open-highway legal
routes in IRAs are either main access routes to dispersed and developed recreation sites, provide
access to private lands, or are motorized trails. The analysis presented in chapter 3 describes the
differences in effects to roadless characteristics from implementing all alternatives, including the
no-action alternative. The action alternatives are in compliance with the Forest Plan and all
reasonable route closures were considered and are reflected in the range of alternatives. For these
reasons, this alternative, other than the modifications discussed above, was again dismissed from
further detailed analysis.

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Standards

Internal discussions on the range of alternatives after the DEIS was prepared identified the need
to consider the relationship of proposed actions to TMDL streams and whether any changes to
the alternative was warranted to ensure TMDL standards were being followed. Several stream
segments within the planning area are classified as impaired and have TMDLSs assigned by the
Montana Department of Environmental Quality. The watersheds that contain the impaired
streams are discussed in more detail in the hydrology report for this project and summarized in
the hydrology section of chapter 3. We conducted an analysis of all of the changes proposed for
each alternative and how these changes might affect streams. The IDT looked closely at routes in
these watersheds and where we could change management to reduce sedimentation from roads.
Each alternative has varying levels of road storage and decommissioning with alternative 4
having the highest level of road decommissioning proposed out of all alternatives. Most of
303(d) listed streams would show improvements in each action alternative as measured by
sediment reduction modeling, miles of road within 150 feet of streams to be decommissioned,
and stream crossings to be restored. Some streams would likely see no reduction to sediment
delivery, such as Blackfoot River (Hardscrabble Creek), Ward Creek or Washington Creek.
However, these stream channels have other factors contributing to their impairment that road
closures alone would not ameliorate. Nevertheless, as shown in chapter 3, sedimentation from
roads would likely be reduced over the long term for most watersheds in the planning area upon
implementation. For these reasons, we did not make additional changes to the proposed
alternatives related to TMDL standards.

Trail Closure Dates

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested that variations on proposed seasonal closure dates
for motorized trails should be considered. Some suggested that the closure dates should be
standardized across all trails to October 15 — May 30 and to use closures during elk archery
season only when necessary. Others suggested that we should consider closure dates of
September 1 — May 1, September 1 — May 15, and December 1 — May 1 or May 15. One
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commenter also suggested alternating motorized use and non-motorized use weekly instead of
establishing seasonal closure dates.

The IDT considered all of these scenarios and compared the feasibility of these compared to
what was proposed in alternatives 2 and 3 in the DEIS. The suggestion to use a September 1
closure date is a component of alternatives 2, 3 and 4 for many routes. This would equate to the
beginning of the archery season. The suggestion to use an October 15 closure date is a
component of alternative 2 and alternative 4 for many trails. The suggestion to use a December 1
— May 15 closure is a component of alternative 4 for a few routes. The suggestion that the same
closure beginning and end date for all trails is a component of alternative 3.

The suggestion to use December 1 as the beginning of the closure period for more than just a few
miles of trail was not carried forward for detailed analysis because it is essentially incorporated
already in the closure dates of September 1 and October 15 that is a component of the action
alternatives. It would also introduce conflict with the winter travel plan decision.

The suggestion to alternate weekly would not meet the project objective of reducing the
complexity of the current Forest Visitor’s map. While this complex approach may be appropriate
in some very high value/high use areas, this would not be reasonable in our planning area nor
would it be consistent with the Blackfoot-North Divide Winter Travel Plan decision.

Full-Size Vehicle Access in Bartlett, First, Second, and Third Gulch
Areas / No Size Limit in Bartlett Creek Area

Commenters on the DEIS suggested that the Bartlett Creek area be open to full-size vehicles, or
to not limit vehicle size at all instead of exclusive to OHV use. Full-size vehicle use would be
restricted under alternatives 2, 3, and 4. The IDT considered this suggestion and determined that
full-size vehicle access would not fulfill the purpose and need of providing a balanced mix of
recreational opportunities. This alternative was dismissed from further detailed analysis.

Commenters on the DEIS also suggested other management options in the First, Second and
Third Gulch areas. We considered all these suggestions. All feasible options were included in the
action alternatives.

Designated Trail 417 as Non-Motorized or as Single Track Motorized /
Close Route on September 1st

Commenters on the DEIS suggested that this trail be managed as a non-motorized trail instead of
a motorized trail as proposed in alternatives 2, 3 and 4. The IDT considered this suggestion but
dismissed it from further analysis because this route is used as the primary access to a Forest
Service fire lookout tower and the Lewis & Clark County and Homeland Security
communication site; motorized use is necessary for transportation of personnel and supplies for
these facilities. We recognize that this area is used by grizzly bears and has the potential to
benefit from additional motorized closures. We also recognize that this route could be closed to
public motorized use but still be open for administrative use. We recognize that less motorized
use would benefit wildlife. However, due to the frequency of administrative use, it is unlikely
that substantial benefit would be realized from public closure; it would likely still exceed the
threshold for the grizzly bear *‘moving windows’ analysis. Due to the need to haul propane and
other large items to the tower and site, it would not be feasible to manage this as a single track
route. We also considered the suggestion to close this route on September 1 for wildlife security
but for the reasons described above, did not carry this forward for detailed analysis.
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Pro-Recreation/Equal Sharing Alternative

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider a new alternative that includes equal
sharing of the Forest between motorized and non-motorized users on lands outside of wilderness;
that this new alternative would be more consistent with Forest Service multiple-use ideals than
the alternatives analyzed, considering that non-motorized users can use motorized routes, but not
vice versa. Adding more non-motorized routes over motorized routes does not meet the need for
equal access to the planning area for motorized and non-motorized uses.

The IDT considered this suggested new alternative, recognizing that The Multiple Use —
Sustained Yield Act does not mandate an “equal share” of a trail system’s mileage between the
various modes of transportation, and that non-motorized users can use motorized trails, but not
vice versa. Because this alternative did not specify specific changes to particular roads or trails,
we were not able to quantify or evaluate specific needs. We did, however, compare the overall
level of motorized versus non-motorized use proposed in alternative 2 and determined that
alternative 2 provides a ratio of approximately 3:4 (motorized use to non-motorized use).

Alternative 4 was developed based in part on public comment on the DEIS and strives to achieve
a balance between recreational uses and resource protection. Where specific roads and trails
were mentioned, we considered these specific suggestions to determine if they warranted further
analysis as part of alternative 4. For these reasons, we feel the range of alternatives is adequate
and addresses the balance between motorized and non-motorizes uses appropriately; therefore,
did not carry this alternative forward for further detailed analysis.

Single Track Motorized Use on Livestock Trails

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider allowing single track motorized use on cattle
trails. We considered this suggestion but dismissed it from detailed analysis because it would
result in designated use on trails that do not meet current design standards and may contribute to
resource damage. It would also not meet our project objective of reducing the complexity of
management.

Non-System, Unclassified Motorized Trails

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider not adopting any non-system, user-
created routes into the route system, and all of these routes should instead be closed yearlong,
stored or decommissioned to deter illegal use. We considered this suggestion but dismissed it
from detailed analysis because it would conflict with our purpose and need and project
objectives. Unclassified routes were all individually considered by the IDT during the
development of the alternatives. Where these routes had a purpose and addressed a need without
presenting a resource concern, they were included in the proposed route system. If they had any
substantial resource issue they were proposed for closure, storage or decommissioning.

Do Not Allow Motorized Use Off of Desighated Routes, or Reduce the
Size of the Buffer

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested that we should remove the allowance of motorized
vehicle use within 300 feet of designated routes or reduce it to 100 feet or less because of the
potential for user-created routes to develop in these areas and adversely impact resources.
Commenters felt we would not be able to adequately monitor these areas and implement closures
when necessary. We considered this suggestion and recognize the concern regarding the need for
this use to be monitored and changes implemented if resource damage occurs. This zone is a
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component of each action alternative in order to provide a reasonable level of access for
recreational purposes, and with the implementation of the criteria for resource protection
(described in the actions common to all alternatives section), believe that off-route vehicle
impacts would be minimized.

We have observed that, in general, this type of use in the planning area since 2001 has been
within acceptable environmental limits. While we do not have a comprehensive survey of this
use, cursory monitoring and field checks by various Forest Service resource crews (such as the
watershed crew, as documented in (Coleman 2014)) have not resulted in any wide-spread
violations or wide-spread resource concerns. Where site-specific issues have arisen, we have
been able to address them via site-specific area closures or restrictions. Therefore, we propose to
continue this practice under alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 and feel that this is consistent with the 2001
Tri-State OHV Decision , the 2005 Travel Planning Rule, Executive Order 11644 (Use of Off-
Road Vehicles on Public Lands) and the Forest Plan. We are committed to monitoring and
enforcement of this provision (see section of actions common to all alternatives previously in
this chapter), and feel that this will ensure routes would not expand in these areas and we would
deal with problems if they arise. Providing this buffer zone is consistent with agency policy and
other agency travel plans. For these reasons, this alternative was dismissed from further detailed
analysis.

Loop Trail in Rochester Gulch

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider developing a motorized loop trail in the
Rochester Gulch area. We used this and other suggestions for motorized loop routes during
development of alternative 4. However, we determined that a loop in this Rochester Gulch area
would result in impacts to private property and resources, and therefore dismissed from further
detailed analysis.

Decommission All Roads within 150 feet of Streams

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider decommissioning all roads that are
within 150 feet of streams, and consider culvert removal and stream crossing removal in more
areas to protect bull trout and other aquatic species. We considered this suggestion but dismissed
it from further detailed analysis because the action alternatives already propose road closures and
storage or decommissioning where needed to address resource concerns.

We conducted a site-specific analysis of every route in the planning area to determine whether
road closures were needed to address resource concerns. We disagree that a project-area-wide
closure is necessary. Wherever feasible without creating a substantial impact to important access,
these routes were proposed for decommissioning or storage in one or more of the action
alternatives.

We have considered these suggested design features and those that were appropriate to this
analysis have been added to chapter 2. Current road design practices implemented on the Forest
include these recommendations from the EPA: Structures are typically placed outside the stream
channel and stream restoration is routinely a part of any construction-related project. Best
management practices and project design features would be followed for proposed actions that
would also minimize the potential for adverse impacts. For these reasons, we dismissed this
alternative from further detailed analysis.
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Close Cotter Creek Road

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider closing and gating Cotter Creek road until the
crossings of the tributaries can be upgraded. We considered this suggestion and it is a part of
alternative 4; Cotter Creek Road (330-B1) would be closed to wheeled vehicles yearlong in
alternative 4 but it is proposed to remain open in alternatives 2 and 3.

No Tracked Vehicles on Closed Roads

Commenters on the DEIS suggested that we consider not allowing tracked vehicles on closed
roads. We dismissed this from detailed analysis because closed roads do not allow any motorized
use - tracked OHV use or otherwise - which is consistent with this suggestion. For over-snow
tracked vehicles, the separate winter travel plan decision provides more detail on how over-snow
use in the planning area will be managed.

No Motorized Use in the Black Mountain/Lone Point Area

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider not opening the Black Mountain/ Lone Point
area to motorized use because it is used by grizzly bears. The Black Mountain area is only open
for administrative Forest Service access and we feel this provides the adequate protection needed
for grizzly bears in this area. This would not change with implementation of alternatives 2, 3,
and 4. In the Lone Point area our range of alternatives includes increased motorized access over
the existing condition to provide more recreational opportunity to meet our purpose and need.
We considered further restricting motorized use in the Lone Point area but dismissed this from
detailed analysis because under the existing condition motorized access is currently limited to a
few roads.

As indicated in the wildlife report, grizzlies have the potential to occur throughout the planning
area. We used the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem Access Management Protocol, the FP
standard for open road densities, and other considerations as tools for analyzing potential effects
to grizzly bears related to managing motorized access within the NCDE grizzly bear recovery
zone. This analysis is shown in chapter 3 and in detail in the wildlife report. While we are not
proposing to close both the Lone Mountain and the Black Mountain areas to all motorized use,
the preferred alternative meets Forest Plan direction and NCDE Access Management Protocol
guidelines while still providing recreational access.

No Mountain Bikes on the CDNST

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider not allowing mountain bikes on the CDNST
since they generally interfere with the nature and purposes of the trail. We considered this
suggestion carefully, but subsequently dismissed this from further analysis because we do not
feel the current or anticipated future level of mountain bike use on this trail detracts from the
nature and purpose of the CDNST and is consistent with the goals for this area. We recognize
that this use should be monitored over time and if mountain biking becomes extremely popular
on any or all segments of the CDNST in the BNWTP area; we would need to reconsider whether
a closure may be necessary.

Decommission More Roads

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider several additional roads for decommissioning,
as summarized in appendix I. We carefully considered all suggestions for new site-specific road
decommissioning; alternative 4 includes additional routes for decommissioning and incorporates
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the highest level of decommissioning possible while still meeting other project needs and
objectives.

No Off-Highway Vehicle Restrictions

Commenters on the DEIS suggested that we consider allowing OHVs on all of the trails in the
planning area without any restrictions. We dismissed this suggestion from further detailed
analysis because it would not address project objectives and the purpose and need for action; it
would result in resource concerns, public safety issues, and therefore would conflict with
Executive Order and Forest Service policy.

Create Motorized Trail Connector Routes in the Beaver Creek and
Keep Cool Lakes Area

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider creating new motorized loop routes in these
areas to enhance riding opportunities. We considered many suggestions for loop trail
opportunities, and those that were feasible and met our project objectives and purpose and need
for action are included in the range of action alternatives. Routes in these areas would cross
private land and the Forest Service does not have jurisdiction to alter them. Sensitive wetland
habitat occurs in this area as well that would be damaged by increased use.

Designate Route 1825F for Year-Round OHV Use

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider designating this route for year-round use of
highway legal vehicles so the mining company can continue to access the southwest portion of
their mining claim. We considered this suggestion but dismissed it from further detailed analysis
because we have not received a plan of operation from the mining claimant for this use, and feel
public road closure is more appropriate in this area to address the purpose and need for action.
The subject of this EIS and subsequent decision is about designating public motorized use, not
administrative use. We would consider this mining access for potential administrative use, if the
corporation submits a mineral plan of operations with the intent to utilize this road for mining
claim access.

Designate Motorized Trail Access in Alice Creek Area

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider motorized trail access from DNRC lands in the
Alice Creek area. We considered this suggestion and have included the connection on NFS land
in alternative 4 but do not have jurisdiction over routes on DNRC lands. We suggest that the
motorized community contact DNRC to develop opportunities in this area.

Allow Motorized Access for Game Retrieval behind Closed Gates

Commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider allowing OHV access for game retrieval and to
consider this an appropriate use even on closed roads. This is a component of alternative 1.
Research studies show that elk retreat to areas away from OHV use so allowing widespread
OHV use during the hunting season may serve to push elk even further from motorized routes
thus extending the retrieval distance and time. It is the responsibility of hunters to consider their
ability to retrieve an animal prior to harvesting it. The 2001 Tri-State OHV Plan prohibits off-
route motorized travel and the Montana Hunting Regulations state: “it is illegal for anyone to
operate, on public lands, a motorized wheeled vehicle off legal routes (including game
retrieval).” Therefore, we dismissed this suggestion from further detailed analysis as it would
conflict with Forest Plan direction, would not meet the purpose and need for action and would
impact wildlife habitat.
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CDNST Management

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested various management scenarios for the CDNST,
including managing it entirely for non-motorized use. We carefully considered all suggestions
for CDNST management and looked at options segment-by-segment, as captured in IDT meeting
notes in the project record. The recreation section in chapter 3 also includes a detailed discussion
of each of these CDNST segments, with maps, for all four travel plan alternatives. We feel the
proposals for the CDNST included in this range of alternatives is an appropriate suite of options
that meet the project objectives and purpose and need for action and guiding direction from the
2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan. Some sections of this trail are on designated Forest System
routes or provide access to other Forest roads, private land, or lands suitable for timber
production in the Forest Plan. Therefore the suggestion to manage the trail entirely for non-
motorized use was dismissed from further detailed analysis. Alternatives 3 and 4 would,
however, manage this trail primarily for non-motorized use with a few exceptions.

T13N, ROW Access

Several commenters on the DEIS suggested we consider variations on access to this area. We
considered these suggestions for additional motorized route connections. The loop route
suggestion was not carried forward because the area is too steep for motorized use and is
adjacent to a roadless area; what is feasible here is a component of alternative 4. Another access
suggestion (the “Wall’ area) was not carried forward for further analysis because of the mining
history in this area and the need for cultural resource protection; what is proposed instead is a
non-motorized interpretive trail which would educate people about the mining history in the
area.
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Comparison of Alternatives
This section provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative. Information in the following table is focused on activities and

effects where different levels of effects or outputs can be distinguished quantitatively or qualitatively among alternatives.

Table 8. Travel Plan alternative comparison by purpose and need, primary components and key issues

Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Achievement of Objectives and Purpose and Need

Provide manageable system
of designated public
motorized and non-
motorized access routes and
areas

Alternative 1would continue to
provide a manageable route
system and access to the
national forest. It would,
however, leave a number of
miles of road on the ground
not considered necessary for
the management of the
national forest.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 provide a manageable system of designated public motorized access
routes and provide detailed analysis of every road and trail on the system to determine effective
management of that road and trail (route).

Designate public wheeled
motorized and non-
motorized use for roads and
trails

Retains existing system of
roads and trails, and would
not result in a motor vehicle
use map. Occasional
administrative use would
continue to be allowed on
open routes, routes closed
yearlong and routes closed
seasonally

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 designate public wheeled motorized and non-motorized use for roads and
trails. An MVUM would be created for all designated motorized routes. Non-motorized routes
would be shown on the Forest Visitor Map. Would continue to allow occasional administrative use
on open routes, routes closed yearlong and routes closed seasonally.

Mitigate resource concerns
associated with certain
routes and uses

The current transportation
system would remain with
446 miles of designated NFS
roads and 56 miles of
motorized trail for a total of
502 motorized route miles; no
specific mitigations would be
applied except on a case-by-
case basis. Standard
operating procedures and
best management practices
would continue to be applied

The designated NFS route
system (roads and motorized
trails combined) would be
reduced by 58 miles or 12%.
Project design features and
best management practices
would be implemented for
alternative 2. Because there
would be fewer designated
motorized routes under
alternatives 2 than under
alternative 1, this reduction in

The designated NFS route
system (roads and motorized
trails combined) would be

reduced by 153 miles or 30%.

Project design features and
best management practices
would be implemented for
alternative 3. Because there
would be fewer designated
motorized routes under
alternative 3 than under
alternatives 1 or 2, this

The designated NFS route
system would be reduced by
150 miles or 30%. Project
design features and best
management practices would
be implemented for
alternative 4. Because there
would be fewer designated
motorized routes under
alternative 4 than under
alternatives 1 or 2, this
alternative and alternative 3
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

where appropriate during
routine maintenance activities

route density would also aid in
mitigating resource concerns
with those routes that are
closed, stored or
decommissioned.

This reduction in route density
would also resultin a
reduction in off-route travel
within 300 feet of a
designated route because
there would be fewer
designated routes from which
this would be allowed. See
project design features
section in chapter 2.

alternative and alternative 4
goes the furthest in reducing
route density and mitigating
resource concerns with those
routes that are closed, stored or
decommissioned.

Because alternative 3 would
have the fewest motorized trails
designated (compared to
alternatives 1, 2 or 4), it would
result in improved mitigation for
resource concerns associated
with these closed routes.

This reduction in route density
would also result in a reduction
in off-route travel within 300 feet
of a designated route because
there would be fewer
designated routes from which
this would be allowed.

go the furthest in reducing
road density and mitigating
resource concerns with those
routes that are closed, stored
or decommissioned.

Because alternative 4 would
have the fewest roads
designated (compared to
alternatives 1, 2 or 4), it
would result in improved
mitigation for resource
concerns associated with
these closed roads.

This reduction in route
density would also result in a
reduction in off-route travel
within 300 feet of a
designated route because
there would be fewer
designated routes from which
this would be allowed.

Ensure route system is in
compliance with Forest Plan
direction and NCDE Access
Management Guidelines
(evaluated with Moving
Windows analysis) for grizzly
bear security and habitat
within the recovery zone

Open road densities were analyzed under each alternative for Forest Plan consistency for this project. The FP standard threshold
of 0.55 miles per square mile is met under all alternatives.
A moving windows analysis was also conducted for the three grizzly bear subunits for consistency with the NCDE Access
Management Guidelines for open and total motorized routes densities and security core habitat. The Access Management
Guidelines are not fully met under any of the alternatives although Alts 3 and 4 would result in considerable improvement.

See Grizzly Bear in the Significant Issues section of this table for more details.

More closely align current
science, local conditions and
other information with elk
security needs that meet the
intent of the Forest Plan;
ensure Helena Forest Plan
(USDA Forest Service 1986,
as amended) management
direction applicable to big
game security is up-to-date
and based on the best

The big game security Forest
Plan programmatic
amendment Alternative B
(preferred alternative) was
developed to address more
recent science, local
conditions, and other
information and therefore
addresses this need.

While the existing condition in

If Forest Plan amendment alternative B (preferred alternative) is implemented with one of the
travel plan action alternatives (alternative 2, 3 or 4), this need would be met because the preferred
amendment alternative was developed based on local conditions, continued collaboration with
MFWP biologists, and the best available science related to big game security. If Forest Plan
amendment alternative A (no action) is implemented with one of the travel plan action alternatives,

this need would not be met.
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

available information.

terms of travel planning would
remain unchanged in the
Travel Plan Alternative 1, the
method by which big game
security during the hunting
season would be measured
would be based on that
associated with Forest Plan
programmatic amendment
Alternative B, if selected.

Ensure the route system
provides continued access
for resource management
needs

Provides for adequate future
resource management on the
existing road system.

Provides for adequate future resource management on higher maintenance level roads.
Segments of new construction are proposed where considered necessary to improve
management of the national forest.

Ensure the route system
minimizes exclusive use
from and to private land and
mining claims and that all
routes provide for public
access wherever possible.

Does not address this:
exclusive use would continue
in some areas

Roads that fail to provide public access due to jurisdictional concerns are proposed for storage
(approximately 8 miles). Placing the roads in storage would prevent certain user groups (private
land owners and miners) from having access to the forest that is not given to the public, while
retaining those roads for future resource management needs.

Reduce the complexity of
the current travel map
(Forest Visitor Map)

The 12 different seasonal
closure codes would remain
and therefore map complexity
would not change. The
current ambiguity resulting
from the lack of clearly
designating motorized trails
as open to two-wheel
motorized or motorized 50
inches or less in width would
remain.

All non-motorized trails would
remain open to foot, stock,
and mountain bike traffic with
no exceptions.

A motor vehicle use map
(MVUM) would not be
produced under alternative 1;
a Forest Visitor Map would

Alternative 2 would clearly
show the trails and roads
open to motorized use on a
MVUM and more specifically,
the type and season of
allowable motorized use.

There would be 9 different
closure codes for alternative
2, reducing the number of
closure categories and
simplifying ease of use.
There would also be fewer
miles of open road, resulting
in an easier to read map. An
MVUM that clearly shows
open motorized routes would
be produced to supplement
the information available on
the Forest Visitor Map.

Alternative 3 would clearly show
the trails and roads open to
motorized use on a MVUM and
more specifically, the type and
season of allowable motorized
use.

There would be 5 different
closure codes for alternative 3,
substantially reducing the
number of closure categories
and simplifying ease of use.
This alternative would go the
furthest in reducing map
complexity. An MVUM that
clearly shows open motorized
routes would be produced to
supplement the information
available on the Forest Visitor
Map.

Alternative 4 would clearly
show the trails and roads
open to motorized use on a
MVUM and more specifically,
the type and season of
allowable motorized use.

There would be 10 different
closure codes for alternative
4, somewhat simplifying ease
of use but not as much as
alternative 2 or 3. An MVUM
that clearly shows open
motorized routes would be
produced to supplement the
information available on the
Forest Visitor Map.

There would also be fewer
miles of open road, resulting
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

continue to be used if
alternative 1 is selected for
implementation, and would
continue to be updated as
needed.

Designating motorized roads
and trails on an MVUM would
remove speculation by the
public as to the allowable use,
and dates of open use.

The Forest Visitor Map
showing designated non-
motorized trails would be
updated to reflect the
allowable non-motorized uses
of the trails, and this would be
more detailed under
alternatives 2, 3 and 4 than
under alternative 1.

There would also be fewer
miles of open road, resulting in
an easier to read map.

Designating motorized roads
and trails on an MVUM would
remove speculation by the
public as to the allowable use,
and dates of open use.

The Forest Visitor Map showing
designated non-motorized trails
would be updated to reflect the
allowable non-motorized uses
of the trails and this would be
more detailed under alternatives
2, 3 and 4 than under
alternative 1.

in an easier to read map.

Designating motorized roads
and trails on an MVUM would
remove speculation by the
public as to the allowable
use, and dates of open use

Compared to alternatives 2
and 3, motorized trails would
be managed with 2 additional
closure dates.

The Forest Visitor Map
showing designated non-
motorized trails would be
updated to reflect the
allowable non-motorized
uses of the trails and this
would be more detailed under
alternatives 2, 3 and 4 than
under alternative 1.

Provide for wheeled motor
vehicle travel for camping
and parking associated with
camping near designated
system routes.

The 2001 Tri-State OHV
Decision allowed off-route
vehicle camping within 300
feet of roads and trails; but,
required visitors to select
camp sites by non-motorized
means and access these
campsites by the most direct
route causing the least
damage. These uses would
continue to be allowed under
alternative 1

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would allow wheeled motorized vehicle travel for camping and parking
associated with camping within 300 feet of designated motorized system routes, including roads

and trails (unless signed otherwise or specifically closed) as long as:

¢ No new permanent routes are created by this activity
¢ No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
e  Travel off-route does not cross streams

e Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas
e Recreationalists must use the most direct route to disperse camp
e Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

Provide for parking safely
next to the side of the road

All alternatives would provide for legal parking within 30 feet from the edge of the designated motorized route surface. Parking next
to the road means a person could still have a picnic, set up a campsite, ride their bicycle, hike, or do any other legal activity.

Primary Alternative Components1
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Miles of designated NFS

446
roads (that would be shown 352 302 289
on the MVUM (under (would be shown ona Forest
alternative 2, 3 or 4) Visitor map)
Miles of designated
motorized trails 56 92 47 63
Miles of designated non-
motorized trails (all
categories combined, 71 120 158 130
including mountain bike
trails)
Miles of road storage 0 135 76 82
Miles of road 0 8 200 212
decommissioning
Miles of new road
construction 0 0.2 0.2 0.2
Miles of road
reconstruction/relocation 0 0 05 06
Miles of existing unclassified
routes that would be closed,
stored or decommissioned 0 39 54 53
(approximately 60 miles
exist now)
Miles of new motorized trail 0 5 3 4
construction
Miles of motorized trail
relocation/reconstruction 0 0 0 9
Miles of new non-motorized
trail construction (this is 0 315 315 21
primarily for new mountain ’ ’
bike trail construction)
Miles of non-motorized 0 0 0 3

reconstruction
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Total Miles of designated
mountain bike routes:
Mountain bike and foot travel
(hiking)

Mountain bike, foot travel
and horseback riding
Mountain bike, foot travel,
horseback riding and
motorized trail

Mountain bike, foot travel,
and motorized trail

Mixed use along existing
road

O OO oOoo

90
19
20
38

11

90
18
53

10

79
18
27
23

Changes to CDNST, trail
#440 (approximate length is
50 miles)

No change; mix of motorized
and non-motorized use.

No change; mix of motorized
and non-motorized use.

Managed primarily for non-
motorized use; seasonal
motorized use (closed 9/1-6/30)
would be limited to
approximately 1 mile of trail and
the rest of the trail would be
managed for non-motorized
use.

Managed primarily for non-
motorized use; approximately
3 miles of non-motorized trall
would be reconstructed and
approximately 1 mile of trail
would be managed for
seasonal motorized use
(closed 10/15-6/30); overall
trail length would increase by
approximately 1 mile due to
reconstructed trail sections

Changes to Helmville-Gould
Trail, trail #467 (approximate
length is 14 miles)

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

Managed for non-motorized use
from its intersection with
CDNST to Dalton Mountain.

Motorized use; approximately
5 miles of motorized trail
would be reconstructed,
overall trail length would
increase by approximately 1
mile due to reconstructed trail
sections

Changes to Stonewall Trail,
trail #417 (approximate
length is 5 miles)

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

No change; motorized use
(vehicles 50 inches or less);
no seasonal restrictions.

Closed to wheeled motorized
use from 9/1-6/30 annually.

Seasonal motorized use for
vehicles 50 inches or less
(closed 10/15-6/30);
approximately 3 miles of
motorized trail would be
reconstructed; overall trail
length would increase by
approximately 1 mile due to
reconstructed trail sections
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Number of new trailheads
and parking areas
designated

5 trailheads
2 parking areas

5 trailheads
2 parking areas

In addition to those included
in alternatives 2 and 3, two
additional trailheads would be
designated. Total:

7 trailheads

2 parking areas

Forest Plan Amendment for
Management Area N1
(Granite Butte proposed
research natural area) and
R1 (Nevada Mountain)

The Forest Plan would not be
amended under alternative 1.
All existing standards for
management areas N1 and
R1 would remain as written

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
management area N1 in order
to allow management of a
motorized trail within this area.

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
Management Area R1 in order
to allow management of a
motorized trail within this area.

Effects of implementing this
amendment to other forest
resources are included in
each resource section of
chapter 3. If notable changes
are expected, they are
included in this table.

The wording in the Forest Plan
would change for management
area N1 in order to allow
management of a non-
motorized trail within this area.

The Forest Plan would not be
amended for management area
R1 under alternative 3.

Effects of implementing this
amendment to other forest
resources are included in each
resource section of chapter 3. If
notable changes are expected,
they are included in this table.

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
management area N1 in
order to allow management
of a non-motorized trail within
this area.

The wording in the Forest
Plan would change for
Management Area R1 in
order to allow management
of a motorized trail within this
area.

Effects of implementing this
amendment to other forest
resources are included in
each resource section of
chapter 3. If notable changes
are expected, they are
included in this table.

Significant Issues

Terrestrial Wildlife
(See EIS chapter 3)

Elk

Summer range habitat
effectiveness (HE) in all
eight Elk Herd Units
(Arrastra Creek, Beaver
Creek, Flesher Pass, Keep

Currently, two of the eight elk
herd units provide 50% or
greater summer range habitat
effectiveness. For the eight
herd units combined open

Under alternative 2 open road
densities among the eight
herd units would decrease in
six herd units, remain
unchanged in one and

Under alternative 3 open road
densities decrease in 6 herd
units and remain unchanged in
two herd units.
Correspondingly, HE values

Under alternative 4 open
road densities among the
eight herd units would
decrease in five herd units,
remain unchanged in 2 and
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Cool, Lander’s Fork, Nevada
Creek, Ogden Mountain, and
Poorman):

Habitat effectiveness of 50%
is recommended

road density averages 2.45
mi/mi2 resulting in an average
HE of 44.4%. Summer range
road densities and HE values
would remain unchanged
under this alternative.

increase in one.
Correspondingly, HE values
would improve in 6 herd units,
remain unchanged in one and
decline in one. Similar to
alternative 1, only two of eight
herd units would provide 50%
or greater HE. For all 8 herd
units combined the average
for summer open road
densities would decline
slightly to 2.3 mi/mi2 and the
average HE values would
improve to 46%.

would improve in 6 herd units
and remain unchanged in 2.
Similar to alternativesland 2,
only 2 of 8 herd units would
provide 50% or greater HE. For
all eight herd units combined
the average for summer open
road densities would be
reduced the most under this
alternative to 2.3 mi/mi2
resulting in the highest average
HE value of 46.5%.

increase in one.
Correspondingly, HE values
would improve in five herd
units, remain unchanged in
two and decline in one.
Similar to alternatives 1, 2
and 3, only two of eight herd
units would provide 50% or
greater HE. For all eight herd
units combined the average
for summer open road
densities would decline
slightly to 2.33 mi/mi2 and
the average HE values would
improve to 45.6%. Overall, in
comparison to the existing
condition, alternative 4 would
result the least improvement
to summer range open road
density

Forest Plan Standard 4(a)
Hiding cover/Open road
density (miles/square mile)
during big game hunting
season (10/15 — 12/1)

Currently, only two of the
eight elk herd units meet the
hiding cover to open road
density ratio during hunting
season for Standard 4(a). Six
herd units do not meet the
minimum hiding cover
requirement therefore are not
capable of meeting Standard
4(a). Open road densities and
hiding cover would remain
unchanged under this
alternative.

Under alternative 2 those herd
units meeting or not meeting
standard 4a would remain
unchanged. The total average
road density for all eight herd
units would decline slightly
from 1.06 to 1.04 mi/mi2
however, hiding cover values
would remain unchanged.
Therefore, 6 of 8 herd units
would remain incapable of
meeting the standard
regardless of road densities
because the minimum hiding
cover requirement for the
standard is not met.

Under alternative 3 those herd
units meeting the standard
would remain unchanged from
alternatives 1 & 2. Total road
densities would decrease more
than alternative 2 (from 1.06 to
.91 mi/mi2) however hiding
cover values would remain
unchanged. Therefore, 6 herd
units would continue to be
incapable of meeting the
standard regardless of road
densities because the minimum
hiding cover requirement is not
met.

Under alternative 4 those
herd units meeting the
standard would remain
unchanged from alternatives
1, 2, or 3. Total road
densities would decrease
more than alts 2 and 3 (from
1.06 to .86 mi/mi2) however
hiding cover values would
remain unchanged.
Therefore, 6 herd units would
continue to be incapable of
meeting the standard
regardless of road densities
because the minimum hiding
cover requirement is not met.

Summer Range Hiding
Cover - Forest Plan standard
3 (maintain 50% hiding
cover per elk herd unit, per
the Forest Plan)

Forest Plan standard 3 for
summer range hiding cover is
currently met for three of the
eight elk herd units under the
current condition; this would
not change with

No notable change in the
percent of hiding cover for any
of the eight herd units. In total,
29 acres of hiding cover
spatially scattered across 3
herd units would be affected.

Similar to alternative 2. No
notable change in the percent of
hiding cover for any of the eight
herd units. In total, 30 acres of
hiding cover spatially scattered
across 4 herd units would be

Similar to alternatives 2 and
3. No notable change in the
percent of hiding cover for
any of the eight herd units. In
total, 28 acres of hiding cover
spatially scattered across five
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

implementation of alternative
1. Based on MFWP elk
population estimates and
trends (FEIS Table 63)
resident elk are successfully
utilizing the landscape
regardless of current hiding
cover conditions supporting
the intent of FP Standard 3.

Two of the three herd units
would continue to meet the
FP standard. Two acres
(.01%) of hiding cover would
be affected in the herd unit
not meeting the FP standard.
The total acres of hiding cover
that would be affected is
sufficiently small that the
percent hiding cover for each
of the eight herd units would
remain unchanged and
consistent with the existing
condition represented by Alt
1. Of these acres, up to 19
(depending on the alternative)
would be removed from herd
units currently below standard
3. However, the removal of
hiding cover does not change
the remaining hiding cover
percentages in those herd
units currently below the
Forest Plan threshold. And,
the effect of removing hiding
cover for road/trail
construction/reconstruction is
negligible in terms of
changing how elk use the
landscape.The proposed
construction and
reconstruction of trails and
roads are primarily in
locations already heavily
roaded.

affected. Two of the four herd
units would continue to meet
the FP standard. Three acres of
hiding cover would be affected
within the two herd units not
meeting the FP standard. The
total acres of hiding cover that
would be affected is sufficiently
small that the percent hiding
cover for each of the eight herd
units would remain unchanged
and consistent with the existing
condition represented by Alt 1.
Please see additional
information under Alt 2.

herd units would be affected.
Three of the five herd units
would continue to meet the
FP standard. Four acres of
hiding cover would be
affected within the two herd
units not meeting the FP
standard. The total acres of
hiding cover that would be
affected is sufficiently small
that the percent hiding cover
for each of the eight herd
units would remain
unchanged and consistent
with the existing condition
represented by Alt 1. Please
see additional information
under Alt 2.

Elk security:

Big game security forest
plan amendment alternative
A (no change; keep existing
Forest plan standard 4(a)) —
existing standard is based
on the relationship between

Under the existing condition,
only two of the eight elk herd
units meet the existing Forest
Plan standard

Two of the eight elk herd units
would continue to meet the
existing Forest Plan standard,
even with reductions in open
road density.

Proposed reductions in

Two of the eight elk herd units
would continue to meet the
existing Forest Plan standard,
even with reductions in open
road density.

Proposed reductions in hunting

Two of the eight elk herd
units would continue to meet
the existing Forest Plan
standard, even with
reductions in open road
density.
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

the amount of hiding cover in
an EHU and the open road
density during big game rifle
season.

hunting season road access
(with consequent benefits for
elk) do not result in any of the
sub-standard EHUs moving
into compliance with standard
4a. This illustrates the
concern that the existing big
game security index, as
currently defined in the Forest
Plan, is not a particularly
sensitive indicator of changing
elk security conditions.

season road access (with
consequent benefits for elk) do
not result in any of the sub-
standard EHUs moving into
compliance with standard 4a.
This illustrates the concern that
the existing big game security
index, as currently defined in
the Forest Plan, is not a
particularly sensitive indicator of
changing elk security
conditions.

Proposed reductions in
hunting season road access
(with consequent benefits for
elk) do not result in any of the
sub-standard EHUs moving
into compliance with standard
4a. This illustrates the
concern that the existing big
game security index, as
currently defined in the
Forest Plan, is not a
particularly sensitive indicator
of changing elk security
conditions.

Elk Security:

Big game security forest
plan amendment alternative
B (proposed new Forest
Plan Standard 4(a)

Proposed new standard
focuses on the size and
distribution of large habitat
blocks to which vehicle
access is limited and relies
less on obtainable levels of
hiding cover and FP
Standard 3.

As measured according to
Forest Plan programmatic
amendment Alternative B,
Alternative 1 would result in
an average of 48% elk
security across that portion of
all herd units within the
administrative boundary.

Security would increase in six
out of the eight elk herd units
and would average 51%
across all elk herd units
combined. This would be an
improvement over the existing
condition due to road density
reductions proposed under
alternative 2.

Security would increase in six
out of the eight elk herd units
and would average 61% across
all elk herd units combined. This
would be an improvement over
the existing condition and
alternative 2 due to greater road
density reductions proposed
under alternative 3.

Security would increase in six
out of the eight elk herd units
and would average 56%
across all elk herd units
combined. This would be an
improvement over the
existing condition and
alternative 2 due to greater
road density reductions
proposed under alternative 4,
but would be less of an
improvement over that
proposed for alternative 3.

Winter Range Thermal
Cover - Forest Plan
Standard 3 by Elk Herd Unit
(maintain 25% thermal cover
within elk winter range)

None of the eight herd units
meet the FP standard for
winter range thermal cover
under the existing condition.
There would be no change to
winter range thermal cover
under this alternative. Based
on MFWP elk population
estimates and trends (FEIS
Table 63) resident elk are
successfully utilizing the
landscape regardless of
current thermal cover
conditions supporting the

Alternative 2 trail construction
could potentially impact a total
of 5.7 acres of winter range
thermal cover within two herd
units. In the Beaver creek
EHU 0.2 acres could be
impacted by motorized trail
construction and 1.5 acres by
non-motorized trail
construction. In the Poorman
EHU 3.6 acres could be
impacted by non-motorized
trail construction. Trails would
only be cleared to a width of 8

Alternative 3 potential impacts
to winter range thermal cover
are the same as those
described for alternative 2; the
project will remain consistent
with the existing condition
represented by Alt 1.

Alternative 4 potential
impacts to winter range
thermal cover are similar to
those described for
alternative 2 although total
acres of winter range thermal
cover that could be impacted
would be reduce by 1.5 acres
due to less non-motorized
trail construction in the
Poorman EHU. Based on
these findings the project will
remain consistent with the
existing condition
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

intent of FP Standard 3.

feet therefore the minimal
patch size associated with the
linear nature of any
disturbance to thermal cover
due to trail construction would
have insignificant effects upon
wintering elk or the ability of a
forest stand to function as
thermal cover. Based on
these findings the project will
remain consistent with the
existing condition represented
by Alt 1.

represented by Alt 1.

Grizzly Bear

NCDE Access Management
Guidelines (19/19/68)

Open motorized route
density (OMRD)
guideline is less than or
equal to 19% of the
area.

Total motorized route
density (TMRD)
guideline is less than or
equal to 19 % of the
area.

Security core (CORE)
habitat guideline is
greater than or equal to
68% of the area. Open
motorized route density
(OMRD) guideline is
less than or equal to
19% of the area.

Subunit -
OMRD/TMRD/CORE

Alice creek........... 10/18/70
Arrastra creek....... 19/21/72
Red Mountain......... 26/25/56

Alice creek........... 17/13/74
Arrastra creek....... 17/18/75
Red Mountain......... 24/23/61

Alice creek............ 13/9/76
Arrastra creek....... 16/17/76
Red Mountain.......... 21/21/64

Alice creek............ 14/9/76
Arrastra creek....... 16/17/76
Red Mountain......... 20/21/63

Forest Plan standard for
open road density in
Occupied Habitat

0.46 mi/mi2 —Guideline is met

0.42 mi/mi2 — Guideline is met

0.36 mi/mi2 — Guideline is met

0.34 mi/mi2 —Guideline is met
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Forest Plan Standard is not
to exceed 0.55 miles per
square mile of road

Grizzly Bear Summary :
Forest Plan standard and
interagency NCDE recovery
zone guidelines & potential
effects associated with key
grizzly bear habitats and
season of use

Open road density in
occupied habitat would
remain at 0.46 miles/square
mile and would continue to be
in compliance with the Forest
Plan standard.

For the NCDE access
management guidelines
(19/19/68 guidelines for
OMRD, TMRD, and CORE)
the Alice creek subunit meets
all three guidelines; the
Arrastra creek subunit meets
OMRD and CORE, but not
TMRD and; the Red Mtn.
Subunit is in a degraded
baseline not meeting any of
the three guidelines.

Implementing alternative 2
would go further than
alternative 1 in meeting the
Forest Plan standard and
interagency guidelines; it
would reduce open road
density in occupied habitat by
0.04 miles/square mile.

For the NCDE access
management guidelines
Alternative 2 would improve
TMRD and CORE in all three
subunits and OMRD in two
subunits. In the Alice creek
subunit OMRD would remain
within the guideline, but as is
common among the action
alternatives, would increase
as a result of opening
acquired lands to motorized
use. Both Alice creek and
Arrastra creek subunits would
meet all three guidelines
under alternative 2. Although
OMRD, TMRD, and CORE
would all improve in the Red
Mtn. subunit none of the
guidelines would be met and
the subunit would continue to
have a degraded baseline.

Implementing alternative 3

would reduce open road density

and would go further than
alternatives 1 and 2 in meeting
the Forest Plan standard and
interagency guidelines; it would
reduce open road density by
0.10 miles/square mile.

Alternative 3 does more to
improve conditions for each of

the subunits, individually as well

as collectively than alternative
2. Similar to Alternative 2, Alice
and Arrastra creek subunits
would meet all three guidelines
but the Red Mtn subunit would
continue to exceed all three
guidelines. Alt3 does the most
among the alternatives to limit
the season of use, particularly

on motorized trails, reducing the

duration and distribution of
disturbance to bears.

Implementing alternative 4
would reduce open road
density in occupied habitat
and would go further than
alternatives 1 and 2 in
meeting the Forest Plan
standard and interagency
guidelines; it would reduce
open road density by 0.12
miles/square mile.

For open road density for FP
occupied habitat and NCDE
access management
guidelines the values for
Alternative 4 are very similar
to those for alternative 3. The
potential to impact bears
would be greater under
alternative 4 however, due to:
the extended duration of use
compared to alternative 3 on
several motorized routes;
improvements to the upper
portion of Stonewall trail #417
that would remove whitebark
pine and increase the
footprint of motorized travel
along the ridge and; the
development of a connector
trail between acquired lands
and the Alice creek drainage.

Mountain Goat

Motor vehicle use in the
Stonewall and Red Mountain
areas and the connecting
ridgeline for mountain goats

Alternative 1 would not
change the existing condition.
Alternative 1 allows the
longest duration for motorized
use to potentially impact
goats. Trail #417 would

Alternative 2 is not
substantially different than
Alternative 1 and the potential
to impact mountain goats
would be similar. Trail #417
the supports the greatest use

Alternative 3 would do the most

to reduce the duration of
impacts to goats by seasonally

restricting motorized use of trail

#417 from 9/1-6/30.
Decommissioning trail U-330-

Alternative 4 would provide
some benefit to goats by
restricting motorized use of
trail #417 from 10/15 — 6/30.
Compared to Alts 1 & 2 the
duration of impacts would be
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

remain open without seasonal
restrictions and trail U-330-
B1, although closed, would
continue to support some
limited unauthorized use as a

would continue to be
managed without seasonal
restrictions and U-330-B1
would continue to support
some unauthorized single
track use. Closing trail #485 to
single track motorized use
would reduce disturbance
improve habitat availability in
the head of Copper creek
drainage. Common to alts 2,
3, & 4 future motorized use is
anticipated to increase more
than it would under Alternative
1 due to the development of
additional trailheads and
connected motorized trail
system.

B1 from Stonewall Mtn. to
Cotter Basin would also reduce
unauthorized single track use.
Similar to Alternative 2, trail
#485 would be non-motorized
reducing the area of motorized
disturbance to goats.

shorter although motorized
use is typically minimal
during the restricted period
due to weather and snow.
The alternative 4 seasonal
restriction has considerably
less benefit to goats than
would the shorter season of
use under alternative 3.
Improvements to upper
portion of trail 417 would
increase motorized use along
the ridge with greater
potential to disturb or
displace goats than Alts 1, 2
or 3. The impacts associated
with trails U-330-B1 and 485
would be similar to alternative
3. Closing Cotter mine road
330-B1 under alternative 4
may provide some additional
benefit to goats although the
area receives very limited
use by goats.

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive (TES)
Terrestrial Wildlife Species

Likely to adversely affect
grizzly bear. May affect, but
not likely to adversely affect
lynx or lynx critical habitat. No
jeopardy to wolverine. May
impact individuals of 3
sensitive species but would
not contribute toward a trend
for federal listing or a loss of
viability (MIIH) determination
for all species; would not
impact 2 sensitive species

Likely to adversely affect
grizzly bear. May affect, but
not likely to adversely affect
lynx or lynx critical habitat; No
jeopardy to wolverine; May
impact individuals of 4
sensitive species but would
not contribute toward a trend
for federal listing or a loss of
viability (MIIH) determination
for all species; would not
impact 1 sensitive species.

Likely to adversely affect grizzly
bear. May affect, but not likely
to adversely affect lynx or lynx
critical habitat; No jeopardy to
wolverine; May impact
individuals of 4 sensitive
species but would not contribute
toward a trend for federal listing
or a loss of viability (MIIH)
determination for all species;
would not impact 1 sensitive
species.

Likely to adversely affect
grizzly bear. May affect, but
not likely to adversely affect
lynx or lynx critical habitat;
No jeopardy to wolverine;
May impact individuals of 4
sensitive species but would
not contribute toward a trend
for federal listing or a loss of
viability (MIIH) determination
for all species; would not
impact 1 sensitive species.

Hydrology & Water Quality and Fisheries

(See EIS chapter 3)

General Hydrology
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Modeled reduction in
sediment delivery from roads
to streams (approximately
285 tons/year are currently
being delivered to streams)

No change; alternative 1
would not result in a reduction
of sediment delivery from
roads to streams.

Minor improvements could
occur over time as part of
routine, on-going
transportation system
maintenance and on a
project-by-project basis.

Alternatives 2 would result in
an approximate 3-tons/year
reduction in sediment delivery
from roads to streams due to
road storage and
decommissioning actions.

Alternative 3 would result in an
approximate 6-tons/year
reduction in sediment delivery
from roads to streams due to
road storage and
decommissioning actions.

Alternative 4 would provide
the greatest opportunity for
reduction of sediment
delivery from roads to
streams. It would result in an
approximate 8-tons/year
reduction in sediment
delivery from roads to
streams due to road storage
and decommissioning
actions.

Number of stream crossings
that would be
decommissioned and
restored (585 stream
crossings currently exist)

17

128

131

Number of potential culverts
removed on storage
roads(585 stream crossings
currently exist, many of
these with culverts)

82

49

49

Route miles to be
decommissioned within 150
feet of streams
(approximately 181 miles of
road within 150 feet of
streams currently exist)

34

36

Miles of new motorized route
construction or
reconstruction within 150
feet of streams

0.2

0.7

0.8

Number of new stream
crossings associated with
new motorized route
construction or
reconstruction

Miles of unclassified routes
added to the system within
150 feet of streams

(approximately 16 miles of

13
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

unclassified routes currently
exist within 150 feet of
streams)

Number of stream crossings
on unclassified routes added
to the system (53 stream
crossings on unclassified
routes currently exist)

38

Watersheds containing
sediment impaired streams
on the Montana 303(d) list

No measurable change; the
11 watersheds containing
streams listed by the Montana
Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) as having
impaired water quality would
not improve and would
continue to not fully meet
beneficial uses due to
sedimentation, among other
impairments

However, there may be some
small improvements in
watershed condition across
the planning area over time
from routine transportation
system maintenance activities
and expected future project-
level stream crossing
replacements

4 out of the 11 watersheds

containing impaired streams

would see reductions in

sediment delivery. In addition,

9 out of the 11 watersheds
would see other
improvements from road

decommissioning and stream

crossing/culvert removals.

5 out of the 11 watersheds
containing impaired streams
would see reductions in
sediment delivery. In addition,
10 out of the 11 watersheds
would see other improvements
from road decommissioning and
stream crossing/culvert
removals.

5 out of the 11 watersheds
containing impaired streams
would see reductions in
sediment delivery. In
addition, 10 out of the 11
watersheds would see other
improvements from road
decommissioning and stream
crossing/culvert removals.

Inland Fish Strategy Riparian

Habitat Conservation Areas (INFISH RHCASs) — applies to areas west of the Continental Divide in the planning area

Motorized routes stored or
decommissioned in all
RHCA categories combined
(50 feet to 300 feet on either
side of a stream)

0 miles — no reduction in open
motorized routes in RHCAs

22 miles or a reduction of
approximately 2 percent

40 miles or a reduction of
approximately 35 percent

40 miles or a reduction of
approximately 35 percent

Stream crossings restored
on stored or
decommissioned routes in
all RHCA categories

88

157

157
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

combined

(50 feet to 300 feet on either
side of a stream)

New motorized route
construction or
reconstruction in all RHCA
categories combined

(50 feet to 300 feet on either
side of a stream)

0.2

0.8

0.8

Other Water Quality and Fisheries Indicators

Motorized routes stored or
decommissioned (miles) in

east-side RHCAs (150 feet
from perennial streams)

(There are 17 miles of
existing open motorized
routes in east-side RHCASs)

2.4 miles or a 14 percent
reduction

3 miles or an 18 percent
reduction

3 miles or an 18 percent
reduction

Miles of high/moderate risk
motorized routes with
relationship to fish bearing
streams decommissioned

18.6

32.4

32.1

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive Aquatic
species

Likely to adversely affect bull
trout and likely to adversely
affect bull trout critical habitat

MIIH for western pearlshell
mussel and westslope
cutthroat trout

Likely to adversely affect bull
trout and likely to adversely
affect bull trout critical habitat

MIIH for western pearlshell
mussel and westslope
cutthroat trout

Likely to adversely affect bull
trout and likely to adversely
affect bull trout critical habitat

MIIH for western pearlshell
mussel and westslope cutthroat
trout

Likely to adversely affect bull
trout and likely to adversely
affect bull trout critical habitat

MIIH for western pearlshell
mussel and westslope
cutthroat trout

Consistency of alternatives
with Forest Plan guidance
for threatened, endangered
and sensitive fish and
aquatic species

Alternative 2 will not move the
planning area toward desired
conditions and is therefore
not consistent with the Forest
Plan for TES fish and aquatic
species. The current road
system condition and its
location have negative

Alternative 2 is consistent with
the Forest Plan for TES fish
and aquatic species and
would move the planning area
toward desired conditions but
less so than under
alternatives 3 and 4.
Alternative 2 would restore

Alternative 3 is consistent with
the Forest Plan for TES fish and
aquatic species and moves the
planning area toward desired
conditions. Considering all
action alternatives, Alternatives
3 and 4 are very similar in the
improvement expected to

Alternative 4 is consistent
with the Forest Plan for TES
fish and aquatic species and
moves the planning area
toward desired conditions.
Considering all action
alternatives, Alternatives 3
and 4 are very similar in the
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

impacts to fisheries and
aguatic species due to
culverts that block fish
passage and are at risk or
failure, and sedimentation
from roads within RHCAs that
reduce riparian and floodplain
connectivity and function.

riparian areas and stream
channels, improving Riparian
management objectives
(RMOs) and reducing
negative impacts to fisheries
and aquatic species due to
culvert removals that block
fish passage and are at risk or
failure. Alternative 2 would
have only an approximate 2%
reduction in open motorized
routes in RHCA buffers.
Alternative 2 would reduce
sedimentation from roads to
streams that reduce riparian
and floodplain connectivity
and function, but would not
improve conditions as much
as alternative 3 or 4

riparian areas and stream
channels, improving RMOs and
reducing negative impacts to
fisheries and aquatic species
due to culvert removals that
block fish passage and are at
risk or failure. Like Alternative 4,
Alternative 3 would have an
approximate 35% reduction in
open motorized routes in RHCA
buffers, with removal of
hundreds of stream crossings
and culverts. While there is less
than 1 mile or new route
constructed planned under
alternative 3 and 4, this route
construction would be
implemented with all project
design features and best
management practices to
ensure any adverse effects are
minimized. Approximately 1
mile of unclassified routes
would be added to the system
in RHCAs and these would also
be subject to routine
maintenance and best
management practices. Over 32
miles of high risk roads would
be decommissioned, slightly
more than that proposed for
alternative 4. Sedimentation to
streams would also be reduced
(but not as much as it would
under alternative 4) and this will
improve riparian and floodplain
connectivity and function.

improvement expected to
riparian areas and stream
channels, improving RMOs
and reducing negative
impacts to fisheries and
aquatic species due to culvert
removals that block fish
passage and are at risk or
failure. Like Alternative 3,
Alternative 3 would have an
approximate 35% reduction
in open motorized routes in
RHCA buffers, with removal
of hundreds of stream
crossings and culverts. While
there is less than 1 mile or
new route constructed
planned under alternative 3
and 4, this route construction
would be implemented with
all project design features
and best management
practices to ensure any
adverse effects are
minimized. Less than 2 miles
of unclassified routes would
be added to the system in
RHCAs and these would also
be subject to routine
maintenance and best
management practices.
Approximately 32 miles of
high risk roads would be
decommissioned, slightly less
than that proposed for
alternative 3. Sedimentation
to streams would also be
reduced and this would be
greater than for alternative 3
and this will improve riparian
and floodplain connectivity
and function.
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Quality motorized trail/route system
(See EIS chapter 3 section on Transportation and Recreation)

Miles of roads and routes
open for motorized use and
overall extent of the system
for motorized users

446 miles of road

The miles of roads available
for public use would remain at
446. This would include a
number of routes acquired as
part of land exchanges as
well as unclassified routes.
Many of these roads have
been determined to not be
necessary for forest
management.

56 miles of motorized trail

The miles of motorized trail
available for public use would
remain at 56 miles.

352 miles of road

The miles of roads available
would drop from 446 to 352
miles for a 94-mile reduction.
All routes acquired through
land exchange and
unclassified routes would be
included in the route system,
closed or removed from the
system. Nineteen miles of
roads would be allowed to
naturally reclaim. Additionally
8 miles would be
decommissioned and 135
miles would be put in storage,
which means being treated to
ensure they are not causing
long- term damage, but left on
the landscape for possible
future use.

92 miles of motorized trail

Designated motorized trails
would increase overall but
under alternatives 2, 3, and 4
motorized recreationists
would lose some riding
opportunities currently
available to them. In addition,
these alternatives each
incorporate restrictions on the
season of motorized use on
designated motorized trails.
These losses and restrictions
would be offset to some
degree by new motorized trail
construction and road to trail
conversions.

302 miles of road

The miles of roads available
would drop from 446 to 302
miles for a 114 mile reduction
from the existing condition. All
routes acquired through land
exchange and unclassified
routes would be included in the
route system, closed or
removed from the system. 76
routes would be placed in
storage and 200 miles
decommissioned. No roads
would be allowed to naturally
reclaim under this alternative.
This alternative is an
improvement over alternative 2
in terms of miles of road left on
the landscape but does not go
as far as alternative 4.

47 miles of motorized trail

Designated motorized trails
would decrease. Under
alternatives 2, 3, and 4
motorized recreationists would
lose riding opportunities
currently available to them. In
addition, these alternatives
each incorporate restrictions on
the season of motorized use on
designated motorized trails.
These losses and restrictions
would be offset to some degree
by new motorized trail
construction and road to trail
conversions. Alternatives 3 and
4 do not provide any single-
track opportunities for

289 miles of roads

The miles of roads available
would drop from 446 to 289
miles for a 157-mile
reduction. All routes acquired
through land exchange and
unclassified routes would be
included in the route system,
closed or removed from the
system. 212 miles would be
decommissioned and 82
roads would be placed in
storage. Under this
alternative there would be no
roads allowed to naturally
reclaim. This alternative
results in the smallest road
system of the alternatives.
From the transportation
perspective, care of this road
system would be the least
cost to operate.

63 miles of motorized trail

Designated motorized trails
would increase but under
alternatives 2, 3, and 4
motorized recreationists
would lose some riding
opportunities currently
available to them. In addition,
these alternatives each
incorporate restrictions on the
season of motorized use on
designated motorized trails.
These losses and restrictions
would be offset to some
degree by new motorized trail
construction and road to trail
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

motorcycles, but motorcycles
could continue to use any
motorized trail open to vehicles
50 inches or less.

conversions. Alternatives 3
and 4 do not provide any
single-track opportunities for
motorcycles, but motorcycles
could continue to use any
trail open to vehicles 50
inches or less.

Miles of roads available for
possible motorized, mixed
use

Designating NFS roads for motorized mixed use requires an eng
by road basis after completion of

Analysis would occur on a road

ineering analysis and must be completed by a qualified engineer.
the planning process and impleme

nted over time.

Miles of new motorized trail

. 0 2 3 4
construction
Overall ease-of-use of the
motor vehicle use map for See the row ‘Reduce the complexity of the current travel map (Forest Visitor Map)' under the section ‘Achievement of Objectives
motorized users (level of and Purpose and Need’ previously in this table
complexity)
Quality non-motorized trail/route system
(See EIS chapter 3 section on Transportation and Recreation)
158 miles of non-motorized
trails (42 miles foot and stock; . .

. . . . 130 miles of non-motorized
120 miles of non-motorized 18 miles foot and mountain trails (21 miles foot and
use (19 miles foot and bike; 98 miles, foot, stock and stock: 18 miles foot and
mountain bike; 101 miles foot, | mountain bike). This alternative moun’tain bike: 90 miles foot

) stock and mountain bike) would close Scapegoat stock and mOL;ntain bike) '
M'Ifs of l;joutes opien for nl?n- 71 miles (all mixed Wilderness portal trails to
motorized use only overa miles (all mixed non- » . mountain bikers*
extent of the system for non- | motorized use). The additional miles of non- The additional miles of non-
motorized users motorized trail would be N . motorized trail would be
comprised of segments of The additional miles of non- ;
: - - comprised of segments of
previously closed and open motorized trail would be !

: o ; previously closed and open
roads in addition to some comprised of segments of roads in addition to some
motorized trails. previously closed and open motorized trails

roads in addition to some ’
motorized trails.
Miles of new non-motorized
trail construction or miles of
new non-motorized routes 0 315 315 24
designated on existing
routes
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Overall ease-of-use of non-
motorized trail system for
non-motorized users (level
of complexity)

See earlier entry in this table for ‘Reduce the complexity of the current travel map (Forest Visitor Map)' under Achievement of
Purpose and Need for each alternative

Continental Divide National Scenic Trail

(See EIS chapter 3 section on

Recreation)

Consistency of alternatives
with the intent of the 2009
CDNST Comprehensive
Plan and the Forest Plan

No change. The CDNST
would continue to be a mix of
motorized and non-motorized
sections.

Approximately 25 percent of
the trail would be designated
for motorized use and
approximately 75 percent for
non-motorized use.

This is somewhat inconsistent
with the Comprehensive Plan
that encourages non-
motorized use. It is also
somewhat inconsistent with
Forest Plan direction for
management area N1
(Research National Areas)
because a motorized portion
of the CDNST occurs here
(see appendix I) but trails are
not allowed in this MA.

No change: same as
alternative 1

An approximately 1-mile
motorized segment would
remain open between NFS road
485 and the junction of the
Helmville/Gould trail. This
segment is on a road that
existed prior to November 10,
1978, thus continued motorized
use here would be compliant
with National CDNST
management direction. The
remainder of the CDNST would
be open to a mix of non-
motorized uses depending upon
the segment. This is consistent
with the Comprehensive plan.

Approximately 2 percent of the
trail would be designated for
motorized use and
approximately 98 percent for
non-motorized use, a
substantial reduction in
motorized use compared to
alternatives 1 and 2.

Because a programmatic forest
plan amendment is proposed
for Management Area N1 under
this alternative, alternative 3
would be consistent with the
Forest Plan. The amendment
would allow the management of
a non-motorized segment of the

An approximately 1- mile
motorized segment would
remain open between NFS
road 485 and the junction of
the Helmville/Gould trail. This
segment is on a road that
existed prior to November 10,
1978, thus continued
motorized use here would be
compliant with National
CDNST management
direction. The remainder of
the CDNST would be open to
a mix of non-motorized uses
depending upon the
segment. This is consistent
with the Comprehensive plan.
This would provide motorized
access to the east end of trail
467 and the northwest
terminus of the Cellar/Ogilvie
OHYV trail (312) managed by
the Helena National Forest .
The remainder of the CDNST
would be open to foot, stock,
and mountain bike traffic
including the 3 miles of
proposed new construction
that would reroute the trail
around private property and
move trail users off segments
of the CDNST co-located with
roads open to highway legal
vehicles.
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

CDNST in this MA

Approximately 2 percent of
the trail would be designated
for motorized use and
approximately 98 percent for
non-motorized use, a
substantial reduction in
motorized use compared to
alternatives 1 and 2.

Because a programmatic
forest plan amendment is
proposed for Management
Area N1 under this
alternative, alternative 4
would be consistent with the
Forest Plan. The amendment
would allow the management
of a non-motorized segment
of the CDNST in this MA.

Other Resources

Socioeconomics
(See EIS chapter 3)

Access to suitable timber
land

No change

No perceptible change

No perceptible change

No perceptible change

Public access for fuel wood

No change

No measurable change

No measurable change

No measurable change

Approximate overall cost of
Implementation (road and
trail maintenance,
construction and
reconstruction,
decommissioning, storage

No change; routine
maintenance of current
system would continue, no
cost associated with new
construction, storage or
decommissioning;

Least expensive, compared to
alternatives 3 and 4;
approximately $2,031,000

Most expensive; approximately
$2,745,000

Slightly less expensive than
alternative 3; approximately
$2,690,000

and noxious weed control approximately $1,426,000
At the travel planning area scale, changes in the types and quantity of allowed uses under the
travel plan may impact specific vendors or businesses to some degree positively or negatively, but
Impact to local economy No change the differences between all alternatives are not great enough that it would be expected to cause a

substantial shift from the current existing condition. With all alternatives, the road system would
remain at levels that would allow the forest access to most suitable timber lands over the planning
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Comparison Components

Alternative 1

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

horizon, although some variation does exist between alternatives. Public access to firewood is
anticipated to remain adequate to meet public demand overall, although there are differences
between alternatives in the timing and location of open roads available to collect firewood.
Motorized and non-motorized based recreation would continue to greatly contribute to the local
economies within the economic impact area and the smaller travel planning area.

Fire and Fuels

(See EIS chapter 3 Fire and Fuels section)

Access for wildfire
suppression

No change; the current
situation allows for pre-
positioning of firefighting
resources across the roaded
areas of the travel planning
area

Proposed changes under any alternative would allow for pre-positioning of firefighting resources
across the roaded areas of the planning area. With fewer open roads, response time could
increase and therefore fire managers would update strategies and tactics to suppress fires in the
planning area

Cultural Resources

(See EIS Chapter 3 section
on Cultural Resources)

Alternative 1 does not
increase protection of cultural
resources but does provide
access to cultural resources
for purposes of monitoring,
scientific investigation and
potentially interpretation.

Overall, reducing the number Overall, _reducmg the numl:_)er
. : . of motorized roads and trails
of motorized roads and trails Overall, reducing the number of available to the public in the
available to the public in the motorized roads and trails travel plannin e?rea would
travel planning area would available to the public in the benefi?culturéql [ESOUTCES
benefit cultural resources. travel planning area would Motor vehicle travel )
Motor vehicle travel benefit cultural resources. Motor restrictions brevent eas
restrictions prevent easy vehicle travel restrictions . p Y
. . public access to
public access to prevent easy public access to archaeoloaical sites and
archaeological sites and archaeological sites and historic historic ruigr]15 that are
historic ruins that are ruins that are vulnerable to X
; . . . vulnerable to vandalism,
vulnerable to vandalism, vandalism, artifact collecting, artifact collecting. arson. and
artifact collecting, arson, and arson, and other depreciative other de reciatisé beha\'/ior
other depreciative behavior. behavior. Overall, Alternative 3 Overall pAIternative 4 would.
Overall, Alternative 2 would would provide more protection rovide, more protection
provide more protection benefit to cultural resources Eenefit to cuItSraI [ESOLICES
benefit to cultural resources over Alternatives 1 and 2 while .
. . - over Alternatives 1, 2 and 3
over Alternative 1. It would still providing a reasonable ; . e
. while still providing a
provide a reasonable amount | amount of access for people reasonable amount of access
of access for people wishing wishing to visit historic ruins. ; - o
oo R or people wishing to visit
to visit historic ruins. historic ruins

Noxious Weeds
(See EIS chapter 3)

Risk of noxious weed
introduction and spread by
motorized routes

No change

Motorized routes generally increase the spread of weeds. With fewer miles of motorized routes
and more miles of non-motorized, stored and decommissioned routes, alternatives 2, 3, and 4
would be expected to reduce the risk of invasive plant species introduction and spread compared
to alternative 1. Alternative 4 would result in the fewest acres of weed infestations within 300 feet
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

of motorized routes and Alternative 1 would continue to have the highest. All action alternatives
would have a lower risk of weed spread than the existing condition. Short-term adverse impacts
would be minimized through the implementation of project design features.

Approximate acres with
documented invasive plant
presence within 300 feet of
motorized routes

6,010

5,830

5,382

5,356

Minerals
(See EIS chapter 3)

Alternative 1 is the most
favorable for mineral
exploration and development
activities as it includes the
greatest number of open
motorized routes.

Alternative 2 is less favorable
than alternative 1 but better
than Alternative 3 because
there are fewer miles of route
that would be
decommissioned. Specific
permitted projects are
negatively affected by
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.

Alternative 3 is less favorable
than alternative 2 but better
than alternative 4 in the level of
restrictions on access to sites;
Specific permitted projects are
negatively affected by
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.

Alternative 4 restricts the
most miles of routes due to
decommissioned routes,
when compared to
alternatives 1, 2 and 3.
Specific permitted projects
are negatively affected by
Alternatives 2 and 3.

Soils
(See EIS chapter 3)

Alternative 1 has about 224
total miles of routes open to
wheeled motorized use on
sensitive soils within the
Blackfoot Planning area.

Alternative 2 would have
about 222 route miles
accessible to wheeled
motorized use on sensitive
soils, 2 miles less than
Alternative 1.

Alternative 3 would have about
165 route miles accessible to
wheeled motorized use on
sensitive soils, 59 miles less
than alternative 1.

Alternative 4 would have
about 160 route miles
accessible to wheeled
motorized use on sensitive
soils, 64 miles less than
alternative 1.

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive Plants

(See EIS chapter 3)

Highest level of Missoula
phlox and whitebark pine
populations within 300 feet of
motorized routes, with
potential to be adversely
impacted.

There are no federally listed
threatened or endangered
species with potential to occur
in the planning area.
Determination for all sensitive
plant species with potential to
occur in planning area: May
impact individuals but would
not contribute toward a trend
for federal listing or a loss of
viability (MIIH) determination

No perceptible change in level
of Missoula phlox and
whitebark pine populations
within 300 feet of motorized
routes.

MIIH determination for all
sensitive species

Reduction in level of Missoula
phlox and whitebark pine within
300 feet of motorized routes,
reducing the potential for
adverse impacts.

MIIH determination for all
sensitive species

Reduction in level of
Missoula phlox and whitebark
pine within 300 feet of
motorized routes is the same
as alternative 3, reducing the
potential for adverse impacts.

Under alternative 4,
approximately 2 acres of
Missoula phlox would be
within 300 feet of new
construction of a non-
motorized trail. The new trail
would also pass through a
whitebark pine stand (#40).

There is potential for some
removal of white bark pine for
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

for all species

proposed trail reconstruction
along the CDNST and
Stonewall trails; project
design features would be
applied to ensure adverse
impacts are minimized.

Sensitive plant
populations within 300 feet
of motorized routes
(Missoula phlox and white
bark pine)

17 acres — Missoula phlox
14 miles — whitebark pine

Slight 0.10-acre reduction for
Missoula phlox; no change for
whitebark pine

Approximate 2-acre reduction
for Missoula phlox and 9-mile
reduction for whitebark pine

Same as alternative 3

Inventoried Roadless
Areas

(see EIS chapter 3)

No change to unroaded
character in planning area
IRAs or the Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse; no effect
to overall wilderness
attributes 76 miles of
motorized routes and 59
miles of non-motorized routes
would remain in IRAs and the
Specimen Creek unroaded
expanse.

Routes open to wheeled
motorized vehicles within the
IRAs and Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse would
decrease by approximately 18
miles. The miles of non-
motorized routes would
increase by about 18 miles.

All action alternatives would
enhance wilderness attributes
of IRAs and Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse due to a
reduction in miles of
motorized use, increase in
non-motorized routes and the
delineation of routes. By
consciously designating these
routes, management would
improve.

All action alternatives propose
some level of road storage
and decommissioning. While
this level varies by alternative,
these actions would improve
the undeveloped character of
these IRA’s over time.
Opportunities for solitude and
unconfined primitive

Routes open to wheeled
motorized vehicles with the
IRAs and unroaded expanse
would decrease by
approximately 45 miles. The
miles of non-motorized routes
would increase by about 24
miles.

All action alternatives would
enhance wilderness attributes
of IRAs and Specimen Creek
unroaded expanse due to a
reduction in miles of motorized
use, increase in non-motorized
routes and the delineation of
routes. By consciously
designating these routes,
management would improve.
The Nevada Mountain roadless
area would improve with the
designation of the Helmville-
Gould trail as non-motorized.

All action alternatives propose
some level of road storage and
decommissioning. While this
level varies by alternative, these
actions would improve the
undeveloped character of these

Routes open to wheeled
motorized vehicles within the
IRAs and unroaded expanse
would decrease by
approximately 10 miles. The
miles of non-motorized trails
would increase by about 12
miles.

All action alternatives would
enhance wilderness
attributes of IRAs and
Specimen Creek unroaded
expanse due to a reduction in
miles of motorized use,
increase in non-motorized
routes and the delineation of
routes. By consciously
designating these routes,
management would improve.

All action alternatives
propose some level of road
storage and
decommissioning. While this
level varies by alternative,
these actions would improve
the undeveloped character of
these IRA’s over time.
Opportunities for solitude and
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

recreation would increase with
a reduction in motorized use.

IRA’s over time. Opportunities
for solitude and unconfined
primitive recreation would
increase with a reduction in
motorized use

unconfined primitive
recreation would increase
with a reduction in motorized
use.

! this is the cumulative outcome of the proposed changes and past decisions
* Closing the portal trails to mountain bikers would reduce conflict among non-motorized user groups and minimize wilderness trespass from wheeled non-motorized recreationists.
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Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences

Introduction

This chapter presents the relevant resource components of the existing environment — the baseline
environment. It describes the resources of the area that would be affected by the alternatives. This
chapter also discloses the environmental effects of implementing the alternatives. These form the

scientific and analytical basis for comparing the alternatives described in chapter 2.

Chapter 3 explains the basic components of the analysis followed by a section on each resource. This
should provide the reader a better understanding of the overall motorized routes and designations for
wheeled motorized vehicles within the Blackfoot travel planning area. Acre and mileage totals are
approximate within tables and text due to rounding.

The purpose of this analysis is to compare alternatives, not to make predictions about the future. The
analysis in this chapter focuses on the direct and indirect effects of the proposed changes to the
current designated system. For existing roads and motorized trails, direct and indirect effects would
result from public wheeled motorized use on these roads and trails (and within 300 feet of them). For
existing non-motorized trails, direct and indirect effects would result from public non-motorized use
on these trails such as for hiking or mountain biking. Where new roads or trails are proposed, the
direct and indirect effects of this construction are evaluated as well as the use of these new trails or
roads over time. Under cumulative effects, it focuses on the effects of the whole designated system in
combination with other relevant, past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions,

This FEIS looks at effects within the Blackfoot travel planning area. The effects of proposed changes
to the Blackfoot transportation system were aggregated rather than describing the site-specific effect
at each road or trail, unless necessary for a particular sensitive resource or concern area. For instance,
specialist’s reports describe the overall effects of reducing or allowing places people could drive
instead of listing every route and predicting the effects at a particular site.

Most specialists used Geographic Information System (GIS) to calculate the miles and areas affected,
or to model habitats. If specialists used models other than GIS, it is described in their report.

It was assumed that motorized use would occur where it is proposed. In doing so, the effects analysis
describes the effects resulting from the change between where people are driving now (alternative 1)
and where people would drive (alternative 2, alternative 3 and alternative 4).

Consistency with the Forest Plan and with Other Relevant

Laws and Policy

Each resource section in this chapter includes conclusions about how the proposed alternatives would
or wouldn’t be consistent with the Forest Plan and relevant laws and regulations that pertain to that
resource. This analysis considers the effects of public motorized use on designated roads and trails
and distinguishes this from motorized use off designated roads and trails. The minimization criteria
from the 2005 Travel Rule apply to this off-road use only. For this analysis, because off-road
motorized use has been prohibited in the planning area since 2001 and will continue under any
alternative selected, these criteria apply just to motorized use that would be allowed within 300 feet
from the edge of designated routes. Each resource analysis in this chapter evaluates the effects of this
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proposed use by alternative. At the end of this chapter, we present a summary of whether this off-road
use within 300 feet of designated route would be minimized and if this use would be appropriate.

Affected Environment

An effects analysis starts by describing the affected environment. As the name implies, this section
describes those parts of the environment or planning area that would change as a result of
implementing the action alternatives. The Council on Environmental Quality describes it this way:

“The environmental impact statement shall succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be
affected or created by the alternatives under consideration. The descriptions shall be no longer than is
necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives” (40 CFR 1502.15).

In this project, land managers for the Helena National Forest propose to close some roads and trails to
motorized use. Wheeled motorized vehicle travel off-route, with the exception of for camping and
parking associated with camping, would be allowed within 300 feet of designated system routes,
including roads and trails (unless signed otherwise or specifically closed) as long as no new
permanent routes are created by this activity; no damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resource
occurs; travel off-route does not cross streams, and travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet
areas. Parking safely within 30 feet from the designated route edge would also be allowed, as
described in more detail in chapter 2.

Past Actions

The interdisciplinary team considered the effects of past actions as part of the existing condition. The
current conditions are the sum total of past actions. The CEQ recognizes “agencies can conduct an
adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on current aggregate effects of past actions without
delving into the historical details of individual past actions” (Council on Environmental Quality
2005). Innumerable actions over the last century and beyond have shaped the Helena National
Forest’s current designated road system within the Blackfoot travel planning area. Attempting to
isolate and catalog these individual actions and their effects would be nearly impossible. By looking
at current conditions, the effects of past human actions and natural events, regardless of which event
contributed to those effects are captured. Listing the past actions, however, can show trends. On
balance, some past actions increased the amount of motorized use in the Blackfoot travel Planning
Area, and others decreased it.

Environmental Consequences

The impact analysis and conclusions contained in this chapter were based on forest staff knowledge
of the resources and site, reviewing existing literature and agency studies, information provided by
specialists within the Forest Service and other agencies, and professional judgment. The methodology
section for each resource describes additional specific data collection or analysis or other methods
used for that resource.

We reflect and build upon Forest staff knowledge and experience managing public motorized use on
the Forest as a whole and in this planning area specifically, over the last several decades.

Potential impacts in this chapter are described in terms of type (direct, indirect, cumulative and are
the effects beneficial or adverse?); context (are the effects site specific, local, or even regional?);
duration (are the effects short term or long term?); and intensity.
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Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and in the same locations as actions
that cause them. Indirect effects are those caused by the action but that occur at a later time or in a
different location than the actions that were their cause. Cumulative impacts result from the additive
impacts of this project with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in or near the
area.

Effects can be both beneficial and detrimental (40 CFR 1508.8). For example, for this travel
management project, closing roads to motorized use could improve wildlife habitat (beneficial effect
for wildlife species) and reduce the amount of motorized recreational opportunities (detrimental
impact to riders).

The regulations do not require agencies to separate the direct and indirect effects, so in this document
we describe them together by resource. Cumulative effects have their own section by resource.

For purposes of this analysis, short-term effects are those expected within the next 1 to 10 years
(throughout the course of project implementation) and long-term effects are those that are expected
between 10 and 20 years or more (after implementation is complete) unless specifically defined in
individual resource sections that follow.

Cumulative Effects
The definition of cumulative impact according to the Council on Environmental Quality is:

‘Cumulative impact’ is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of
time” (40 CFR 1508.7).

To be cumulative, effects must overlap in space and time. Cumulative impacts are important because
they could cause a tipping point, either beneficial or detrimental. To analyze cumulative effects, the
interdisciplinary team looked at the effects from this proposal and added them to the effects from
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

Courts have interpreted a “reasonably foreseeable future action” as one that has been proposed and is
in the planning stages. To analyze the cumulative effects of present and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, each resource specialist looked at the list of projects in appendix D. They identified the ones
expected to cause effects to their resource, at the same time and in the same place as effects from the
proposed action or alternatives. Some specialists analyzed additional actions that pertained only to
their resource.

Consistency with Adjacent National Forest Travel Management Planning

There are two areas within the Blackfoot travel planning area that share a common boundary with an
adjacent national forest. The first area is TI5N R10W with the Lolo National Forest, where there is
shared management of trail #483. The actions proposed for this trail in all three alternatives are
consistent with the management of the trail when it crosses into the Lolo National Forest and then
back onto the Helena National Forest. The Helena and Lolo National Forests have always shared in
the maintenance of this trail and would continue to do so under implementation of any of the
alternatives.

86



Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Chapter 3-Introduction

The second area is in TI6N R7W; there is a trail junction between the Continental Divide National
Scenic Trail #440 and trail #266 that occurs on the Lewis & Clark National Forest. Actions proposed
for both trails under any of the alternatives are consistent with both Forest Plans and management of
trail #266 as it is being managed on the Lewis & Clark National Forest.

Specialist Reports

This Final Environmental Impact Statement incorporates by reference the resource specialist reports
in the project record (40 CFR 1502.21). These reports contain the detailed data, executive summaries,
regulatory framework, assumptions and methodologies, analyses, conclusions, maps, references, and
technical documentation that the resource specialists relied upon to reach their conclusions. These
reports are summarized in this chapter.

Amendments to the Helena National Forest Plan

A proposed programmatic big game security Forest Plan amendment is a component of this analysis
as described in chapter 2 and appendix F. By law, proposed actions must be consistent with the Forest
Plan or the Plan must be changed. Amendments to the Forest Plan can have effects because they
propose changes in the management of the forest. Another Forest Plan amendment would also be
necessary to address trails within Forest Plan Management Area N1 (Research Natural Areas) and R1
(Undeveloped land suited for dispersed recreation), as discussed in chapter 2.

Project Record

As also stated in chapter 1, the Blackfoot Non-Winter Travel Plan project record is referenced in an
effort to keep this document brief and concise as per 40 CFR 1502.21. The project record contains a
variety of documents, including, but not limited to: specialists’ reports, supporting documents, maps
and GIS analysis, literature, and other process-related documents.

Transportation System

Affected Environment
Existing Condition

Transportation System

The Blackfoot travel planning area is accessed by an extensive road and trail system. There are
currently 446 miles of National Forest System routes in the Blackfoot travel planning area open to
public motorized use. Most of the early roads were developed primarily for mining and grazing
activities. Many of these roads were first used in the mid-1800s as wagon roads and then improved in
the early 1900s to accommodate motorized vehicles. Since the 1950s, roads have been built to access
forest stands for commercial timber sales. These roads have been built to a higher standard than the
old mining and grazing roads. The road system now consists of a mixture of old and new roads as
well as acquired roads. Many of the older roads are in disrepair.

The majority of the roads in the Blackfoot travel planning area are single-lane, native-surface roads.
There are roads that are under the jurisdiction of counties, state, private landowners and the United

States Forest Service. Major road segments include Road 330 (Copper Creek), Road 1163 (Nevada

Ogden) and Road 4106 (Beaver-Dry Creek).
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Motorized travel tends to be higher during summer, holiday weekends and around the opening of big
game rifle season; otherwise, traffic use tends to be low. Use has been increasing and we expect this
trend to continue into the future. Refer to the Recreation section for more information on use. Table 9
displays the miles of roads within the planning area by maintenance levels and identifies primary road
segments.

To help the reader develop a perspective for the road locations, the analysis area has been divided into
4 geographic quadrants. The area is divided east and west by Highway 200 which runs through the
entire planning area, and is divided north and south approximately by the northern boundary of the 5"
Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC 5) Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek Watershed. Table 9 lists the
planning area HUC 5 watersheds, and the primary roads that either run through, or originate in, that
watershed. Appendix G displays a map of the existing road system. Table C-1 in appendix C displays
information on each road addressed in the analysis.

Table 9. HUC 5 Watersheds and primary roads by quadrants

Quadrant HUC 5 Watershed Primary Roads

Northeast A portion of the Blackfoot River Headwater 1815 - Meadow Creek

Lower Dearborn River

1841 - Hogum Creek

A portion of Middle Fork Dearborn River

293 - Alice Creek

Upper Little Prickly Pear Creek

4087 - Mike Horse Mine Extension

Little Prickly Pear Creek

4108 - West Flesher

Northwest A portion of Middle Fork Dearborn River 330 - Landers Fork
A portion of the Blackfoot River Headwaters 1882 - Indian Meadows
Landers Fork
Southeast Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 601 - Stemple Pass (County Road)
Lower Little Blackfoot River 329 - Dalton (Mixed Jurisdiction)
Nevada Creek 1163 - Nevada-Ogden
1892 - Sauerkraut
Southwest Lower North Fork Blackfoot River 4106 - Beaver Creek-Dry Creek (Mixed

Jurisdiction)

A portion of Blackfoot River Keep Cool Creek 1800 - Sucker Keep Cool

Unclassified Roads

We conducted field reviews and collaborated with user groups to identify unclassified routes located
within the planning area. These have been incorporated into this analysis. There are approximately 60
miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, 20 miles of which are open to motorized use. The
majority of roads that fall into this category are dead end roads and are less than 1 mile long. The
unclassified roads identified as part of this analysis are listed in table C-1 in appendix C. After the
transportation planning process is complete, any unclassified roads that exist on the landscape that
were not identified prior to or during this process would be prohibited from motorized use and actions
taken to mitigate environmental concerns related to that route.

Road Closures

Since adoption of the Helena Forest Plan in 1986, roads have been closed across the forest and in the
analysis area for a variety of reasons. Closures are often with gates but also by contouring, barrier
placement, and ripping/seeding. Closures are either yearlong or seasonal. Currently, 57 miles are
closed yearlong to motorized use. Examples of seasonal closures include spring closures to protect the
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road surface from rutting during the wet time of the year, or hunting season closures to provide for
big game security during the general rifle season.

Road Conditions

Road conditions vary across the analysis area with many factors influencing road surfaces including
amount of use, type of use, maintenance level, type of surface and weather. Forestwide maintenance
plans are developed annually and maintenance funding applied in accordance with targets assigned
and other priorities set by engineering and line officers. Level of Service (formally referred to as
Traffic Service Levels) for the analysis area are adequate for the amount of traffic occurring and are
expected to continue to provide adequate service into the future, accounting for area population
growth and potential displacement. Levels of Service are evaluated and adjusted as necessary as part
of normal management activities.

Road Maintenance

Road maintenance guidelines are prescribed in Forest Service Handbook 7709.58 Transportation
System Maintenance and Forest Service Manual 7700 -Transportation System, Chapter 7730 —
Operation and Maintenance. Road maintenance levels and the level of attention a particular road
receives annually can vary widely. Forest Service roads are divided into five maintenance level
categories that define their level of service and required maintenance standard. The range goes from
level 1 roads that are closed and require only custodial maintenance, to level 5 roads that are
aggregate-surfaced or paved. Road maintenance is typically performed annually on primary county
and NFS roads, and less frequently on other roads depending on maintenance level and funding
availability. Some roads that are in poor locations have greater need for maintenance than others and
would receive more attention. Currently, road maintenance dollars are allocated to each Forest from
the Washington Office based on a weighted share system where Forests with the highest roaded land
area and the highest level of recreational use receiving the most road maintenance funding. How
maintenance is funded and prioritized is described in more detail in the transportation report in the
project record. Road maintenance funds can also come from partnerships and special projects.

Motor Vehicle Use Maps and Law Enforcement Complexity

The Helena National Forest has identified that the complexity of its current Forest visitor use map is
high; resulting in confusion for forest users and non-compliance (violations). There are 12 different
seasonal restrictions governing the use of the roads and trails in this area.

Environmental Consequences

Methodology

The data we used to describe the existing condition for the road system was used to evaluate the
effects of each alternative. The existing condition was developed using field verification of roads and
trails (particularly those with issues or concerns identified by the IDT or the public), INFRA and GIS
data and outcomes from the Forest Roads Analysis Process (RAP). The alternatives were evaluated on
the following criteria:

o Transportation System - How the alternative would change the open transportation system, and
our ability to conduct maintenance.

¢ Road conditions - How the alternative would affect road and trail conditions.
o Complexity of the current Forest Visitor map

e Right-of-way concerns
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o Failure of roads to provide public access to the national forest
e To what degree the alternative would provide for a quality motorized trail system
o How effectively the alternative would provide for future vegetation management needs

o Treatment of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST) National Direction

Roads Analysis Process (RAP)

The Helena Roads Analysis Process (USDA Forest Service 2004) was used to inform this process.
The 2004 RAP divided all of the roads in the area into nine categories (combinations of high, medium
or low value, and high, medium or low concern) to identify the road system necessary to effectively
manage the Helena National Forest. The Helena National Forest Roads Analysis Report (USDA
Forest Service 2004) is located in the project record.

Inventory correction and changes in land ownership have resulted in adjustments to the roads
inventory since the 2004 RAP. These updated data were incorporated into this analysis and
supplements information from the 2004 Roads Analysis Process.

The roads analysis recommended that roads rated low value-high concern (LVHC) be removed from
the road system. There are two roads in this area that were classified in the roads analysis as LVHC;
roads 4080 and 601-N1. During this analysis it was determined that both roads were incorrectly
classified and are in fact considered to be High Value-High Concern and are necessary for effective
forest management. Road 4080 is proposed for decommissioning from mile post 0.55 to 6.1 for
resource protection. The remainder of that road would be managed as part of this decision. Road 601-
N1 travels in and out of private land and also connects to county roads. To continue to provide access
to county roads and private lands, this road would remain part of the National Forest System in all
alternatives.

Travel Management

In addition to information in the Blackfoot portion of the Helena National Forest Roads Analysis
Report (USDA Forest Service 2004) this Blackfoot travel planning effort was used to update
information regarding route statistics, existing conditions, and uses. It also added information on new
acquired routes from 2009 and 2011. This work was completed through collaboration with user
groups starting in 2006 and conforms to the process as outlined in FSM 7700 and FSH 7709.55.

2001 Tri-State Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Decision

The Off-Highway Vehicle Record of Decision and Plan amendment for Montana, North Dakota, and
portions of South Dakota was signed in January 2001. This 2001 Tri-State OHV decision (located in
the project record) has been incorporated into this analysis.

Incomplete and Unavailable Information

It is possible that there are existing unclassified routes that were not identified on-the-ground for this
analysis. Unclassified roads that exist that were not identified prior to or during this process would be
prohibited from motorized use and necessary actions taken to mitigate environmental concerns as
described in chapter 2.

Spatial and Temporal Context for Effects Analysis

The area for evaluating cumulative effects is the boundary of the Lincoln Ranger District and the
National Forest System roads wholly or partially within the boundary.
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The temporal boundary varies. There are certain actions under alternatives 2, 3 and 4 that would take
place almost immediately upon the signing of the record of decision such as the production of the
MV UM which would show the routes designated for public use. Other actions requiring physical
activities on the ground would take place more slowly and would be done in accordance with an
implementation plan that would be developed upon the selection of the alternatives. The
implementation would take place as the budget process allows and as opportunities for partnerships
arise

Past, Present, and Foreseeable Activities Relevant to Cumulative Effects Analysis

Past, present and foreseeable future actions relevant to this analysis are described in appendix D, and
those most relevant to this transportation analysis are discussed briefly under each alternative later in
this section.

Effects Common to All Alternatives

Road Conditions

The general maintenance level (see glossary) and condition of open roads and trails would not change
by alternative. There is a Forestwide recognized backlog in road maintenance. Implementing
alternatives 2, 3 or 4 would increase the number of closed, stored and decommissioned road miles.
While fewer open-road miles suggests an improvement in overall maintenance, the reality is that less
than 0.25 miles of currently higher maintenance roads are being proposed for closure under any
alternative; therefore, maintenance needs and backlog would largely be the same for all alternatives,
including alternative 1, the no-action alternative. It is assumed that current maintenance and
reconstruction activities would continue as they have in the recent past. Project-specific work as well
as partnerships would continue to provide opportunities for additional road maintenance and
improvements.

Rights-of-Way
Some roads and trails within the planning area cross private land where there is no recorded right-of-

way or easement. Efforts to secure rights-of-way across these segments are ongoing and would
continue under any alternative selected.

Cumulative Effects

Past travel management decisions in surrounding areas have closed many roads and trails on public
land to motorized vehicles. Road and trail closures on other parts of the Helena National Forest as
well as the Lewis and Clark National Forest have redirected some traffic to the Lincoln Ranger
District. In addition, the increase in local populations, the close proximity to Missoula, Montana, and
the enhanced dependability of trucks and other OHVs has resulted in increased use on the roads and
trails in this area. Traffic use tends to be higher during summer holiday weekends and around the
opening of big game rifle season; otherwise, traffic levels tend to be low. The road-use trend would be
the same for all alternatives; therefore this will not be discussed by alternative.

Effects Common to All Action Alternatives

Transportation System

All of the action alternatives increase the number of miles of closed and decommissioned roads and
provide clarification regarding currently unclassified routes. To what degree these actions would
occur is described in more detail under each alternative later in this section.
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Road Conditions

Road closures could potentially shift additional use to the remaining open roads increasing
maintenance needs on those roads. Other funding sources, such as future proposed projects, would be
expected to provide additional opportunities for road closures, decommissioning or for putting roads
into storage. It is assumed that roads proposed for storage would be stored at level 3S and roads
proposed for decommissioning would be at a level 4 (table 4).

Motor Vehicle Use Map and Law Enforcement Complexity

All action alternatives would result in the production of a motor vehicle use map, which would
supplement the existing Forest Visitor Map and is easier for Forest visitors to use to determine where
legal motorized use would be allowed. We anticipate there would be a short-term need for increased
enforcement as visitors become familiar with the motor vehicle use map. Enforcement needs are
expected to decline over time.

Failure to Provide for Public Access/Minimizing Exclusive Use

Approximately 8 miles of roads within the planning area fail to provide public access to National
Forest System lands because a part of the road required for access falls on lands of other ownership
with no Forest Service easement in place; therefore, they are proposed for storage under alternative 2,
3 and 4. Other roads are also proposed for storage under alternative 2 totaling 135 miles, under
alternative 3 totaling 76 miles and under alternative 4 totaling 82 miles. Placing these roads in storage
would retain them for future resource management needs. These 8 miles of routes are reflected in
table 10 that follows.

Table 10. Roads proposed for storage under the action alternatives that fail to provide public access

HUC5 NAME Road ID BMP* EMP*
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4084 0.105 1.711
4084-A1 0 0.767
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1892-D4 0 0.400
Nevada Creek 4047 0 0.299
4047-A1 0 2.313
4047-B1 0 0.824
4047-C1 0 0.202
4047-C2 0 0.382
4047-D1 0 0.643

'BMP= Beginning mile post; EMP = ending mile post

Ensure Access for Future Resource Management

As part of this transportation planning process an evaluation was made to determine the necessary
road system to meet future needs for vegetation management. All four alternatives retain a road
system that accesses every part of the analysis area on the higher use roads, and provide for adequate
future resource management; more detail is provided in the Socioeconomics and Fire and Fuels
sections of this chapter.

Short segments of new road construction were identified where considered necessary to improve
management. Those segments are in the Blackfoot River Headwaters, the Upper Little Prickly Pear
Creek and in the Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek HUC 5 watersheds. These would be proposed
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under alternatives 2, 3 and 4 and are in response to the recognized opportunity and need to improve
visitor experience by providing loop trail opportunities.

Programmatic Forest Plan Amendment for Management Area N1 (Granite Butte
proposed research natural area) and R1 (Nevada Mountain)

As described in detail in chapter 2 and appendix | implementing any of the action alternatives would
require a programmatic forest plan amendment for management area N1 and/or R1 to allow existing
trail segments in these areas. This would have no impact on the transportation system because they
are existing routes and

Programmatic Forest Plan Amendment for Big Game Security

Each action alternative would require programmatic forest plan amendments for trails in management
areas N1 and R1 and also for big game security. These are described in detail in chapter 2 and
appendix F and I. These would have no impacts on the indicators used in this analysis for the
transportation system.

Alternative 1 — No Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

No changes would be made to the existing system of available public motorized routes within the
analysis area.

Transportation System

There would continue to be approximately 446 miles of National Forest System roads in the planning
area road open to public motorized use, either year-round or seasonally.

Existing roads that are infrequently used or are closed would see a slow natural reclamation. While
natural reclamation would likely occur over time the road prism would remain on the landscape.
Roads that are unclassified or acquired through land acquisition may not meet current design
standards and could possibly contribute to resource damage over time. Off-route use for the purpose
of dispersed camping within 300 feet of a designated route would continue at the current rate, as
allowed for under the 2001 Tri-State OHV rule.

Unclassified Roads

Alternative 1 would leave many roads unclassified and individual problems with these roads would
have to be addressed on a case-by-case basis. Unclassified roads in alternative 1 that show evidence
on the ground of frequent motorized use would keep their current status as open to traffic when they
can be accessed as decided in the 2001 Tri-State Off-Highway Vehicle Decision. Routes that are
currently not part of the National Forest System and are being managed as open would remain on the
landscape as open. Creation of new unclassified routes would likely occur at a low rate but these new
routes would be considered closed and treated accordingly.

Motor Vehicle Use Map Complexity and Enforcement

Travel management for this alternative is complex. There are several different seasonal restrictions
governing the use of the roads and trails. In some locations, existing roads and trails are open to
motorized vehicles, including unauthorized unclassified routes, based on the 2001 Tri-State OHV
Decision which allows for motorized use where there is evidence of previous motorized use. Law
enforcement efforts would continue to be addressed as violations are reported.
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Failure to Provide for Public Access/Minimize Exclusive Use

Roads that fail to provide public access to the National Forest due to jurisdictional concerns would
continue to be open to highway legal vehicles even though the roads have been determined to be
unnecessary for long-term management.

Quiality Motorized Route System

There are approximately 56 miles of motorized trails in the planning area and 446 miles of open
roads. Per the 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision, any unclassified routes that currently show evidence of
motorized activity would continue to be open to this use. Travel would continue to be restricted to
travel within the road prisms. This alternative would provide the greatest number of miles of routes
open to wheeled motor vehicle use compared to alternatives 2, 3 and 4.

CDNST

There would be no change in the management of the CDNST. It would continue to be managed for a
mix of motorized and non-motorized use.

Cumulative Effects

Road conditions, as described in the Affected Environment section, indicate most routes are in fair to
good condition with some individual routes in poor condition. Past travel management decisions in
the surrounding NFS lands have closed many roads and trails to motorized vehicles. The road and
trail closures in the Elkhorn Mountains, North Belts, and surrounding national forests resulted in an
increase in some non-local visitors (including visitors from Gallatin and Lewis and Clark counties)
using the Helena National Forest for recreational purposes. In addition, the increase in local
populations and enhanced dependability of trucks and other OHVs has resulted in increased use on
the roads and trails in this area; but at this time, the traffic increase has not adversely affected the
levels of service on any of the NFS roads or trails. Traffic use tends to be higher during summer
holiday weekends, and around the opening of big game rifle season. The 2001 Tri-State OHV
Decision restricted wheeled motorized vehicles with few exceptions to existing roads and trails.

Past management activities within the analysis area such as timber and grazing management, fire and
watershed restoration efforts have affected the transportation system in the short-term by temporarily
closing a section of road for several days or weeks. Some roads in the analysis area have been closed
as mitigation for timber sales, but since there are alternate routes available to most of the areas, there
has been limited loss of public access to National Forest System land.

Closures resulting from past planning efforts on other parts of the Helena National Forest may shift
some traffic to the analysis area. The analysis area is easily accessible by the cities of Great Falls,
Helena and Missoula. Cumulatively, an increase in use may eventually trigger a need to re-evaluate
maintenance levels on some roads due to increased motorized use resulting from the increase in
population in the surrounding areas. Conversely, future vegetation projects identified in appendix D
would likely address needed maintenance in association with the respective projects. It is assumed
that all future projects would comply with decisions made as part of this travel planning effort. Any
new construction would be in compliance with current design standards. All necessary maintenance
activities before, during and after the projects would be provided for in any resulting contracts
developed in association with these projects.

Summary of Effects

The number of miles of roads as well as road conditions would remain unchanged in alternative 1.
Maintenance would continue routinely on high use roads with sporadic maintenance taking place on
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other roads. Additional maintenance opportunities would continue to be identified through the
development of other projects in the analysis area, and through partnership activities. Failure to
provide access to the entire forest by the general public would continue in cases where forest roads
are located behind private roads without right of ways or easements. No MVUM would be produced.
Unclassified routes would remain in their current condition. This would potentially increase
maintenance needs because roads that would be designated as open but were not originally designed
using the National BMP standards (2012) would require some degree of maintenance to address
environmental concerns and bring them up to current design standards. Enforcement would continue
to be complicated with a number of miles of short, dead-end roads staying open, and therefore
requiring attention as part of the patrolled area. This alternative meets the purpose and need from the
perspective that it continues to provide a manageable transportation system and access to the national
forest. It does, however; leave a number of miles of road template on the ground not considered
necessary for the management of the national forest.

Off-route vehicle travel would continue to occur within 300 feet of the edge of the road to access
temporary, dispersed camping areas. The potential for resource impacts of this would be greater than
that of any of the action alternatives because there are a greater number of roads that would continue
to be open for public use.

Alternative 2

Project Design Features

There is no specific project design feature tied to the roads resource. For a full list of project design
features see chapter 2, page 42.

Direct and Indirect Effects

Transportation System

Alternative 2 includes closing roads and trails that are currently open to motorized use, as well as
opening other roads and trails for motorized use that are currently closed. It also includes some
limited new construction of roads and trails. There would be approximately 352 miles of National
Forest System roads in the planning area road open to public motorized use. No areas would be
designated for off-route wheeled motorized vehicle use, except for camping and parking associated
with camping within 300 feet of a designated system route, and parking safely on the side of the road
within 30 feet of the edge of the road surface as described in chapter 2.

Roads that receive infrequent use, or are closed or stored would slowly reclaim naturally. Closure of
roads could potentially shift additional use to the remaining open roads increasing maintenance needs
on those roads.

Table 11 and table 12 display the notable changes to the transportation system under alternative 2 by
HUC 5watershed.
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Table 11. Miles of road changing from open yearlong to closed or stored by HUC 5 watershed

HUC 5 Watershed

Miles Changing from Open Yearlong to Closed or Stored or
Converted to an Alternative Use

Blackfoot River Headwaters 22 miles
Upper Little Prickly Pear Creek 10 miles
Landers Fork <1 mile

Nevada Creek 11 miles
Blackfoot River Keep Cool 9 miles

The majority of roads identified for closure or storage are less than 1 mile long and have been
determined not necessary for the management of the national forest. The roads displayed in table 12
are over 1 mile long and are proposed for storage.

Table 12. Alternative 2 - Roads greater than 1 mile in length proposed for storage that are currently open

to motorized vehicles

HUC 5 Watershed Road # Name Reason
Blackfoot River Headwater 4084 Surveyor’s Guich No Public Access
Various unclassified routes | Plum Creek Land Not Needed
4090 Sand Bar Creek Not Needed
Blackfoot River Keep Cool 601-K2 No Name Not Needed
1826-J1 Lincoln J1 Not Needed
4043-D1 No Name Not Needed
U-066 Plum Creek Undecided Not Needed
1826-B1 Humbug Spur Not Needed
1838-C1 Long Ethel Not Needed
1886 Avis Gulch Not Needed
4043 Lincoln Ditch (segment) Not Needed
607-Al Beaver Triangle Not Needed
607-F2 Stonewall Creek Spur Not Needed
Nevada Creek 1163-G1 Chimney Creek Not Needed
296-A2 Huckleberry Creek Resource Protection
4047 Shingle Mill No Public Access
4047-Al Mitchell Creek Conn. No Public Access
1830-Al Deer Creek Spur Not Needed
1833-B1 Clear Creek Spur Not Needed
8963 Chicken Cr Not Needed
4047 Shingle Mill Not Needed
Upper Little Prickly Pear 1819 Wilburn Resource Protection
1827-G1 Upper Trout Creek #1 Not Needed
1827-C1 Page Gulch Loop Not Needed
1827-H1 Upper Trout Creek #2 Not Needed
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In alternative 2, the roads in table 13 would change from being open yearlong for legal highway
vehicles to being part of the motorized trail system. The majority are less than 1 mile in length.

Table 13. Roads designated as open to legal, highway, motorized vehicles proposed to become part of
the motorized trail system

HUC 5 Watershed Road Name Miles
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4082 Pay Master 3
4082-H1 Rogers Pass H1 2
4082-H2 Rogers Pass H2 <1
4082-11 Rogers Pass 11 <1
4082-12 Rogers Pass 12 <1
4086 Mike Horse Mine <1
4086-B1 Mike Horse B1 <1
4086-B3 No Name <1
4086-B4 Rogers Pass B4 <1
4086-B5 No Name <1
4090-C1 Rogers Pass C1 <1
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1879 Mead-Prickly Gulch 2

Table 14 displays proposed new road and motorized trail construction. Under alternative 2,
approximately 0.2 miles of new road would be constructed and approximately 2 miles of motorized
trail would be constructed.

Table 14. Unclassified routes, less than 1 mile in length, proposed for road or motorized trail
construction

HUC 5 Watershed Route Number Proposed Use
Blackfoot River Headwaters u-427 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-005 Road
Upper Little Prickly Pear Creek U-NEW-1006 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW2 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEWS3 Motorized Trall
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek U-NEW4 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek U-NEW-4043 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek U-NEW-4043 Motorized Trail

Closures

Alternative 2 proposes to store or decommission 143 miles of routes; substantially less than those
proposed for alternatives 3 or 4. Many of these roads are unclassified routes or roads acquired during
a land acquisition.

Unclassified Routes

Of the approximately 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 39 miles (or
65 percent) would be identified for closure, storage or decommissioning. Refer to table C-1 in
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appendix C for road details by alternative, and the alternative 2 map in appendix G that shows
unclassified routes that would be incorporated into the Forest Transportation System. Many of the
unclassified roads or roads acquired through land acquisition are identified for storage rather than
decommissioning to keep options open for long-term resource management. It is anticipated that
creation of unclassified new routes would likely occur at a low rate. Any new, unclassified routes
would be considered closed and treated accordingly, as described in chapter 2.

Quality motorized trail system

The motorized trail system would increase under alternative 2 from 56 miles to approximately 92
miles of designated motorized trail.

CDNST

Alternative 2 proposes to manage the CDNST as it is currently being managed; there would continue
to be a mix of motorized and non-motorized use.

Motor Vehicle Use Map and Enforcement Complexity

Alternative 2 would result in a motor vehicle use map that would clearly delineate designated roads
and motorized trails open for wheeled motorized use. Under alternative 3, the complexity of the map
would be slightly reduced; instead of 12 different closure categories and seasonal restrictions, there
would be 9 different closure categories showing on the MVVUM, including various seasonal closures.

Cumulative Effects

The list of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions listed and described in appendix D
was reviewed to determine if implementing alternative 2, combined with the implementation of these
other actions, would result in measureable cumulative impacts to the transportation system in the
planning area. Those most relevant that were considered include other travel plans across the forest,
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 projects, rerouting South Poorman
Creek, campground maintenance, the Blackfoot Winter Travel Plan, and vegetation management
actions. Combining the implementation of alternative 2 with these other actions would result in
beneficial cumulative effects to the planning area because they would all generally be designed to
improve conditions.

Road maintenance associated with vegetation management projects would be the responsibility of the
contractor. Any new construction or maintenance activities would be temporary and performed in
compliance with best management practices and all temporary roads would be decommissioned upon
completion of the projects.

This travel plan would not change access for winter use; this is addressed in the Blackfoot North
Divide winter travel plan decision.

Summary of Effects

This alternative meets the purpose and need by providing a manageable system of designated public
motorized access routes and by providing detailed analysis of every road on the system to determine
effective management of that road. This alternative completes the site specific travel plan
requirements identified in the 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision. Many of the unclassified acquired roads
are identified for storage rather than decommissioning to keep options open for long-term resource
management. Effects on the ground would be continued maintenance on the existing high use roads,
capitalizing on opportunities for road improvements when presented as part of other projects.
Decommissioning and storage activities would be implemented as part of an over-all comprehensive
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plan. A simplified motor vehicle use map would be produced as a result of implementation of this
alternative and would clearly identify roads and trails and their designated motorized uses for forest
visitors. See the alternative 2 map in appendix G for proposed changes in route designations under
alternative 2. All roads that fail to provide for public access due to jurisdictional concerns would be
put into storage.

Alternative 3
Direct and Indirect Effects

Transportation System:

Alternative 3 includes closing roads and trails that are currently open to motorized use as well as
opening other roads and trails for motorized use that are currently closed. It also includes some
limited new construction of roads and trails. There would be approximately 302 miles of National
Forest System roads in the planning area road open to public motorized use. There is an over-all
reduction of 144 miles from the current condition and approximately 50 more miles than what is
proposed for alternative 2. As in alternative 2, no areas would be designated for off-route wheeled
motorized vehicle use, except for camping or parking associated with camping within 300 feet of a
designated system route as described in chapter 2. Under alternative 3 parking safely next to the side
of a road within 30 feet from the edge of the road would also be allowed.

Roads that receive infrequent use, or are closed or stored would slowly reclaim naturally. Closure of
roads could potentially shift additional use to the remaining open roads increasing maintenance needs

on those roads. The few unclassified routes that are adopted into the system may not meet current
design standards and could possibly contribute to resource damage over time.

The majority of roads proposed for closure under alternative 3 are roads that are less than 1 mile long
and determined to be unnecessary for the management of the forest. Table 15 and table 16 display
currently open roads over 1 mile that are either proposed for closure or changed to motorized trail.

Table 15. Alternative 3-Roads greater than 1 mile in length proposed for closure that are currently open

to motor vehicles

HUC 5 Name Route ID Route Name Reason
Nevada Creek 1163-G1 | Chimney Creek Watershed/Security-Overgrown Road
Upper Little Prickly Pear Creek 1819 Wilburn Resource Protection
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1825-B1 | South Fork Ridge Not Needed to Provide Access
Landers Fork 1832 Snowbank Creek Resource Protection
Nevada Creek 296-A2 Huckleberry Creek Resource Protection
Nevada Creek 4047 Shingle Mill No Public Access
Nevada Creek 4047-A1 ggﬁ?f” Creek No Public Access
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4084 Surveyor's Gulch No Public Access
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 4133 Granite Butte Resource Protection
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 601-K2 No Name Not Needed to Provide Access
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Table 16. Alternative 3-Roads currently open and over 1 mile long proposed to be converted to motorized
trails

HUC 5 Name Route ID Route Name Miles
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4082 Pay Master 2.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4082-H1 Rogers Pass H1 2.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4086 Mike Horse Mine 2.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4090 Sandbar Creek 1.0

The following table shows new road and motorized trail construction proposed under alternative 3.
Alternative 3 proposed approximately 0.2 miles of new road construction and approximately 3 miles
of new motorized trail construction.

Table 17. Alternative 3-Proposed new road and motorized trail construction, each individual segment is
equal to or less than 1 mile long

HUC5 Name ID Road or Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters u-427 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek U-NEW_4043 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-4090 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-005 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters 1841-D1-NEW2 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1821-B1-NEW Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek U-NEW4 Motorized Trail
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-4090-C Motorized Trail

Closures

Alternative 3 proposes to store or decommission 276 miles of routes. This level of proposed closure
would be greater than that proposed for alternative 2 but less than that proposed for alternative 4.
These changes can be accounted for in a variety of ways:

e Unclassified roads determined necessary for resource management and thus included as part of
the National Forest System

o Roads changed from open or a seasonal closure to a different type of closure
e Routes converted to motorized trails or non-motorized trails

Specific road-by-road treatment proposals are shown in appendix C.

Unclassified Roads

Of the approximately 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 54 miles (or
90 percent) would be identified for closure, storage or decommissioning. The remaining miles would
become part of transportation system. Refer to appendix C for road details by alternative, and the
alternative 3 map in appendix G that shows unclassified routes that would be incorporated into the
Forest Transportation System. Many of the unclassified roads are acquired roads are identified for
storage rather than decommissioning to keep options open for long-term resource management. It is
anticipated that creation of new unclassified routes would likely occur at a low rate. Any new,
unclassified routes would be considered closed and treated accordingly, as described in chapter 2.
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Motor Vehicle Use Map and Enforcement Complexity

Alternative 3 would result in a motor vehicle use map that would clearly delineate designated roads
and motorized trails open for wheeled motorized use. Under alternative 3, the complexity of the map
would be reduced and simplified; instead of 12 different closure categories and seasonal restrictions
shown on the existing Forest Visitor Map, there would be 5 different closure categories shown on the
supplemental MVUM that would clearly show locations for legal motor vehicle use, including
various seasonal closures.

Quality Motorized Trail System

The existing designated motorized trail system would decrease under alternative 3 from 56 miles to
47 miles.

CDNST

Alternative 3 proposes to manage the CDNST primarily for non-motorized use; seasonal motorized
use would be limited to approximately 1 mile of trail and the rest of the trail would be managed for
non-motorized use.

Cumulative Effects

The list of past, present and future actions listed and described in appendix D was reviewed to
determine if implementing alternative 3, combined with the implementation of these other actions,
would result in measureable cumulative impacts to the transportation system in the planning area.
Those most relevant that were considered include other travel plans across the forest, ARRA projects,
rerouting south Poorman Creek, campground maintenance, the Blackfoot Winter Travel Plan, and
vegetation management actions. Combining the implementation of alternative 3 with these other
actions would result in beneficial cumulative effects to the planning area because they would all
generally be designed to improve conditions. This is described in more detail under alternative 2.

Summary of Effects

This alternative meets the purpose and need by providing a manageable system of designated public
motorized access routes and by providing detailed analysis of every road on the system to determine
effective management of that road. This alternative completes the site-specific travel plan
requirements identified in the 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision. Many of the unclassified acquired roads
identified for storage rather than decommissioning to keep options open for long-term resource
management. Effects on the ground would be continued maintenance on the existing high use roads,
identifying opportunities for road improvements when presented in the development of other projects.
Decommissioning and storage activities would be implemented as part of an overall comprehensive
plan. A supplemental motor vehicle use map (to be used in conjunction with the Forest Visitor Map)
would be produced as a result of implementation of this alternative and would clearly identify roads
and trails and their designated motorized uses for forest visitors.

See the alternative 3 map in appendix G for proposed changes in route designations under alternative
3. All roads that fail to provide for public access due to jurisdictional concerns would be put into
storage. The majority of the motorized use on roads 1840-Al and 1840-B1 along the CDNST would
change to non-motorized use.
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Alternative 4
Direct and Indirect Effects

Transportation System

Alternative 4 includes closing roads and trails that are currently open to motorized use as well as
opening other roads and trails for motorized use that are currently closed. It also includes some
limited new construction of roads and trails. There would be approximately 289 miles of National
Forest System roads in the planning area open to public motorized use. This is an overall reduction of
157 miles from the current condition, and is approximately 63 more miles than what is proposed for
alternative 2. Like alternatives 2 and 3, alternative 4 would be consistent with travel planning
regulations and a new MVUM would be produced. No areas would be designated for off-route
wheeled motorized vehicle use, except for dispersed camping within 300 feet of a designated system
route, as described in detail in chapter 2.

Roads that receive infrequent use, or are closed or stored would slowly reclaim naturally. Closure of
roads could potentially shift additional use to the remaining open roads increasing maintenance needs
on those roads. The few unclassified routes that are adopted into the system may not meet current
design standards and could possibly contribute to resource damage over time.

Alternative 4 would be effective in reducing potential damage identified with off-route travel. Fewer
open routes would result in less off-route travel under this alternative. Acquired routes would be
identified as necessary to the route system, stored, or closed and decommissioned.

Several road segments proposed for closure or storage under alternative 4 are greater than 1 mile long
and have been determined to be unnecessary for the management of the forest under alternative 4.
Table 18 displays roads over 1 mile in length that are currently open but proposed for closure or
storage. Table 19 displays routes greater than 1 mile in length that are currently open but proposed for
conversion to motorized trails.

Table 18. Currently open routes greater than 1 mile long proposed for closure or storage in alternative 4

Watershed Route Number Route Name Length (miles)
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4084 Surveyor's Gulch 2.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-001 Plum Creek Land Ex 2.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters uU-010 Plum Creek Land Ex 1.0
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1843 West McCarthy #1 1.0
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1879 Mead-Prickly Gulch 1.0
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1800-A1 Lower Keep Cool 1.0
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1825-B1 South Fork Ridge 2.0
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1842-A1 Fields Gulch Spur 1.0
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1842-B2 Horse Guich 2.0
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 601-K2 No Name 1.0
Landers Fork 1832 Snowbank Creek 1.0
Landers Fork 330-B1 Cotter Creek 4.0
Nevada Creek 4047 Shingle Mill 2.0
Nevada Creek 1163-G1 Chimney Creek 2.0
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Watershed Route Number Route Name Length (miles)
Nevada Creek 296-Al Nevada Face 4.0
Nevada Creek 296-A2 Huckleberry Creek 3.0
Nevada Creek 4047-A1 Mitchell Creek Conn. 2.0
Upper Little Prickly Pear Creek 1819 Wil Burn 4.0
Upper Little Prickly Pear Creek 485-G1 Marsh Creek Spur 1.0

Table 19. Currently open routes greater than 1 mile long proposed for conversion to motorized trails in

alternative 4

Watershed Route Number Route Name Length (miles)
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4082-H1 Rogers Pass H1 2.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4086 Mike Horse Mine 2.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4090 Sandbar Creek 1.0
Blackfoot River Headwaters 4082 Pay Master 2.0

The following table shows new road and motorized trail construction proposed under alternative 4.
Alternative 4 proposes approximately 0.2 miles of new road construction and approximately 0.6 miles

of new motorized trail construction.

Table 20. Proposed new road and motorized trail construction under alternative 4

HUC5 Name Route ID Route Name Length (miles)
Blackfoot River Headwaters uU-427 Plum Creek Land Ex 0.611
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek U-NEW-4043 Lone Point 0.960
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-4090 0.388
Blackfoot River Headwaters 1841-D1-NEW2 Hogum Creek Spur D1 1.040
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-005 Plum Creek Land Ex 0.178
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek 1821-B1-NEW Sucker-Keep Cool 0.153
Blackfoot River-Keep Cool Creek U-NEW4 Lone Point 0.829
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW6 Glens Gulch 0.572
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-4090-C Sandbar 0.089
Blackfoot River Headwaters U-NEW-4090 0.001

Closures

Alternative 4 proposes to store or decommission 294 miles of routes, and this level of proposed
closure would be greater than that proposed for alternatives 2 or 3. Other routes are proposed for

closure and these can be accounted for in the same way as described for in alternative 3.

Although, there is a reduction in open miles this alternative does not eliminate any routes that are
currently providing access to the most popular part of the forest. It provides for a closer look at routes
that were acquired as part of the land sales process and either puts those routes on the existing system

or closes the system.
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Alternative 4 would likely take the most time to fully implement compared to the other action
alternatives because of the time and costs associated with decommissioning roads as opposed to
closing roads or putting them in storage.

Specific road by road treatments are shown in appendix C.

Unclassified Routes

Of the approximately 60 miles of unclassified routes in the planning area, approximately 53 miles (or
90 percent) would be identified for closure, storage or decommissioning. The remaining miles would
become part of the Forest Transportation System. Refer to appendix C for road details by alternative,
and the alternative 4 map in Appendix G that shows unclassified routes that would be incorporated
into the Forest Transportation System. Many of the unclassified roads or roads acquired through the
land acquisition process are identified for storage rather than decommissioning to keep options open
for long term resource management. It is anticipated that creation of new unclassified routes would
likely occur at a low rate. Any new, unclassified routes would be considered closed and treated
accordingly, as described in chapter 2.

Quality Motorized Route System

The existing designated motorized trail system would increase under alternative 4 from 56 miles to 63
miles.

CDNST

Alternative 4 proposes to manage the CDNST primarily for non-motorized use; approximately 3
miles of hon-motorized trail would be reconstructed and approximately 1 mile of trail would be
managed for seasonal motorized use.

Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) and Enforcement Complexity

Alternative 4 would result in an MVVUM that would clearly delineate designated roads and motorized
trails open for wheeled motorized use. It removes the ambiguity, real or perceived, regarding the
operational status of all routes on the forest, whether part of the existing system, or unclassified, or an
acquired road. Under alternative 4, the complexity of the MVUM would be somewhat reduced and
simplified; instead of 12 different closure categories and seasonal restrictions, there would be 10
different closure categories showing on the MVUM, including various seasonal closures (five of these
would be for trail use compared to two in alternative 3).

Cumulative Effects

The list of past, present and future actions described in appendix D was reviewed to determine if
implementing alternative 4 combined with the implementation of these other actions would result in
measureable cumulative impacts to the transportation system in the planning area. Those most
relevant that were considered, include other travel plans across the forest, ARRA projects, re-route of
South Poorman Creek, campground maintenance, the Blackfoot Winter Travel Plan, and vegetation
management actions. Combining the implementation of alternative 4 with these other actions would
result in beneficial cumulative effects to the planning area because they would all generally be
designed to improve conditions. This is described in more detail under alternative 2.

Summary of Effects

This alternative meets the purpose and need by providing a manageable system of designated public
motorized access routes and by providing detailed analysis of every road on the system to determine
effective management of that road. This alternative completes the site specific travel plan
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requirements identified in the 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision. Many of the unclassified roads or
acquired roads are identified for storage to keep options open for long term resource management.
Effects on the ground would be continued maintenance on the existing high use roads, capitalizing on
opportunities for road improvements when presented as part of other projects. Decommissioning and
storage activities would be implemented as part of an over-all comprehensive plan. A simplified
motor vehicle use map would be produced as a result of implementation of this alternative and would
clearly identify roads and trails and their designated motorized uses for forest visitors. In alternative
4, many of the unclassified roads or roads acquired through the land acquisition process are identified
for storage as opposed to being decommissioned. See the alternative 4 map in appendix G for
proposed changes in route designations under alternative 3. All roads that fail to provide for public
access due to jurisdictional concerns would be put into storage. The majority of the motorized use on
roads 1840-Al and 1840-B1 along the CDNST would change to non-motorized use.

Conclusion

A thorough review of the road system was completed as part of this analysis. All action alternatives
would result in a manageable road system and the creation of an MVUM to supplement the Forest
Visitor Map. Overall management and maintenance of the road system would continue in all
alternatives. Higher use roads would receive the majority of maintenance money and individual roads
would receive maintenance as necessary to provide resource protection. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4
provide for improved forest management by closing or eliminating short road segments that have
been determined not necessary for forest management as well as providing for the production of a
clear and easy to use MVUM.

All action alternatives meet to varying degrees the purpose and need identified as part of this travel
planning process and are summarized in table 8 in chapter 2.

Compliance with Forest Plan and Other Relevant Laws, Regulations,
Policies and Plans
All action alternatives would be consistent with the Forest Plan, or a Forest Plan amendment is

proposed (big game security see appendix F, and R1 and N1 management areas see appendix I) to
ensure consistency.

All action alternatives meet Forest road standards, Forest road management standards and Forest road
maintenance standards.

Table 21 provides a summary of the effects by resource indicator.

For more details on compliance with the Forest Plan, see appendix A and for more details on
compliance with other regulations and policy, see the Transportation Report (Hergett 2014) in the
project record.
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Table 21. Summary comparison of environmental effects to engineering resources

R;Z?ﬂ”;ﬁf Indicator/Measure Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
fsoorz Tkl)ll(iecslj)sfer(z?cljz zrar:/ifglable 289 miles of roads available for
. pub public use (157 mile reduction)
352 miles of roads reduction)
available for public use ( .
- 94 mile reduction) Allroutes acquired through | ¢ (e 0 e s
446.|mt|)I|esfof roa:)(?.s land acquisition and would bge included in the route
3\5/? aRe OTPERTE 1 Al routes acquired unclassified routes would be system, closed or removed from the
through land acquisition included in the route system, system.
and unclassified routes closed or removed
Includes routes would be included in the
, , acquired as part of | route system, closed of | No routes would be allowed | '\0 "outes would be allowed to
Quality Miles of roads land acquisition removed. to naturally reclaim naturally reclaim
motorized available for public | and unclassified
system use routes not 19 miles of routes would | 200 miles would be 212 miles would be
necessary for be allowed to naturally d issioned decommissioned
forest management . ecommissioned.
reclaim
76 miles routes would be put 82 miles of routes would be put in
Closed routes . | storage
would over time 8 miles would be In storage
naturally reclaim decommissioned
' This alternative is an This alternative results in the
135 mles would be puti | mprovementover aermae | SISO e O0E
storage 2 in terms of miles of road left perspective. care of this roazl system
on the landscape but do_es would be the least costly to operate.
not go as far as alternative 4.
446 miles: The
number of miles :
; ] 352 miles: The number of .
]E)ossmtly f_ivaélable miles possibly available ?n?lzegqllgzsi-lt;rear\]/:wg;;%r 289 miles: The number of miles
Miles of roads or m(;) orize floct for motorized mixed-use motoriged mii(/ed-use reflects possibly available for motorized
Quality available for {E‘XG 'USZ FEtlECtS 1 reflects those roads Open | . e roads open to the mixed-use reflects those roads open
motorized consideration for t (if]e roa:)ls op%n to the public and the ublic and thepclosures are to the public and the closures are
system motorized mixed- 0 the public an closures are the same. As | P . the same. As the miles open for
the closures are . . the same. As the miles open ; - ;
use the miles open for public . . public use in each alternative
the same. As the use in each alternative for public use in each changes
miles open for alternative changes
; . changes
public use in each
alternative
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Resource
Element

Indicator/Measure

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

changes

Quality
Motorized
System

Ease of use of the
MVUM

No MVUM would
be created as part
of this alternative.
The existing level
of complexity of the
Forest Visitor Map
(with 12 ATM
codes) would
remain unchanged

An MVUM showing 9
ATM codes would be

created to supplement the

Forest Visitor Map and
would simplify overall
ease of use

An MVUM showing 5 ATM
codes would be created to
supplement the Forest Visitor
Map and would simplify
overall ease of use

An MVUM showing 10 ATM codes
would be created to supplement the
Forest Visitor Map and would
simplify overall ease of use.
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Hydrology

Affected Environment

Analysis Area

As discussed in appendix C and D and in the Transportation System section of this chapter, the
planning area has been broken down in 5th-code watersheds or hydrologic unit codes (HUCs) to
evaluate effects within the same watershed, and to facilitate understanding on the project components
by showing these watershed boundaries. For the hydrologic analysis, we sub-divided the planning
area even further into smaller 6th hydrologic unit code watersheds (6™ HUC) (table 22). This includes
primarily subwatersheds within the Blackfoot River subbasin. The planning area includes portions of
38 6™ -HUC watersheds in mainly the Blackfoot River Headwaters, but also portions of the Missouri
River Headwaters.

The Blackfoot travel planning area includes Nevada, Middle Blackfoot, and Blackfoot Headwaters
total maximum daily load (TMDL) planning areas as well as smaller portions of the Little Blackfoot,
Dearborn, and Holter TMDL planning areas. Several streams within the Blackfoot travel planning
area are listed by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) as having impaired water
guality. Most of these streams are not fully meeting beneficial uses due to sedimentation, among other
impairments (table 23). Additionally, some non-listed stream reaches within the planning area flow
directly into listed impaired reaches. The majority of the streams contained within the Blackfoot
travel planning area are within the Blackfoot Headwaters TMDL (Montana DEQ 2008), which
recommended a 30 percent reduction in sedimentation from forest roads. The Little Blackfoot,
Dearborn, and Holter TMDL planning areas do not contain any listed streams within the planning
area.

Water Quality

Forest roads, by virtue of their existence on the landscape, can have a harmful effect on watershed
values. The impact of a road is generally continuous whether the road is open or closed to public use,
although, over time, unused roads are often partially stabilized by vegetation, thereby decreasing the
negative impacts to the watershed. The alternatives identify the open-closed status of NFS roads as
well as which roads would be decommissioned. This decision would potentially result in substantial
changes in the impact of roads on streams and riparian areas within planning area watersheds.

The primary water quality concern related to the network of routes in the Blackfoot travel Planning
area is the transport of sediment from forest roads to streams. Other documented impairments in these
watersheds include various metals related mainly to past mining activities, low pH, flow alteration,
and alteration of riparian vegetation. This analysis focuses on sediment, as this impairment stems in
large part, from forest roads in the planning area. Furthermore, this water quality issue has the
greatest potential to be affected by the travel planning decision as resulting road decommissioning is
completed.

Sediment from Roads

Unpaved roads are the predominant source of sediment in most forested drainages, including the 6" -
HUC watersheds in the Blackfoot travel planning area. Specifically, unpaved roads (especially native-
surface roads) that cross or run parallel to streams generally deliver sediment to streams during rain
and snowmelt events because they are hydrologically connected to the stream (e.g., road segments
that, during a runoff event, have a continuous surface-flow path between any part of the road prism
and a natural stream channel). In contrast, roads without a hydrologic connection to a stream channel
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may lose eroded sediment from the road surface, but do not deliver sediment to stream channels and
are thus generally not a water quality concern. Road and culvert maintenance and gravel surfacing
can reduce the number or magnitude of sediment delivery points on a road for a period of years, but a
road hydrologically connected to a stream would remain an episodic source of sediment as long as it
remains. Additionally, a road that is a sediment source generally remains so regardless of level of use.
Although vegetation can eventually become re-established on roads that are unused or minimally
used, this process typically occurs over many years, during which erosion and sediment delivery
continue to occur. Thus, seasonal closures of roads were not considered to be a project-related
positive or negative impact to the hydrologic resource, but rather a continuation of the existing
condition.

Thus, the most important indirect indicators of the potential for road sedimentation in streams are the
number of road-stream crossings and the length of road near a stream. Naturally, the number of
observed sediment delivery points increases with the length of road near a stream and the number of
stream crossings (table 24). The Helena National Forest Roads Analysis Process (2004) evaluated the

road network on the Forest. The parameters used in determining the potential impact of roads on
water quality in the process are essentially the same as presented in table 24, and are thus not
presented in this analysis. For additional information about roads analysis process in the Blackfoot
travel planning area, see the fisheries section or the fisheries report in the project record.

Table 22. 6" -HUC watersheds within the Blackfoot travel planning area

Percent
6" HUC ID 6" -HUC Name | AreaTotal Area HNF Basin TMDL Planning Area
(Acres) (Acres)
on HNF
170102030309 Arrastra Creek 15,084 8,983 60 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030303 Beaver Creek 11,617 8,856 76 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030202 | Blackfoot River- 17,154 16,318 95 |  Blackfoot Headwaters
Anaconda Creek
Blackfoot River-
170102030206 Hardscrabble 12,474 3,362 27 Blackfoot Headwaters
Creek
170102030308 B'act‘;ggéﬁ'ver' 11,399 5,332 47 | Blackfoot Headwaters
Blackfoot River-
170102030310 Little Moose 20,036 8,981 45 Blackfoot Headwaters
Creek
170102030201 | Blackfoot River- 12,409 8,810 71|  Blackfoot Headwaters
Willow Creek
170102030103 Copper Creek 26005 20389 78 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030205 Hogum Creek 7630 7595 100 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030301 Humbug Creek 15451 3421 22 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030304 | Keep Cool Creek 22834 13618 60 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030305 Lincoln Creek 7552 5777 77 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030204 Lower Alice 11697 7476 64 Blackfoot Headwaters
Creek
170102030104 Lower Landers 15662 5452 35 Blackfoot Headwaters
Fork
170102030102 Middle Landers 23776 4954 21 Blackfoot Headwaters
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Percent
6"- HUC ID 6" -HUC Name | AreaTotal Area HNF Basin TMDL Planning Area
(Acres) (Acres)
on HNF
Fork
170102030302 Poorman Creek 25783 24947 97 Blackfoot Headwaters
170102030307 Sauerkraut 8524 4945 58 Blackfoot Headwaters
Creek
170102030203 Upper Alice 12561 11588 92 Blackfoot Headwaters
Creek
170102030306 Willow Creek 12098 5877 49 Blackfoot Headwaters
100301020201 Green Creek 9901 3452 35 Dearborn
100301020203 Middle Fork 24189 1470 6 Dearborn
Dearborn River
100301020401 Upper South 13116 5292 40 Dearborn
Fork Dearborn
River
100301011803 | Little Prickly Pear 17152 3419 20 Holter
Creek-Marsh
Creek
100301011807 Lower Canyon 17506 1068 6 Holter
Creek
100301011805 Upper Canyon 15169 10806 71 Holter
Creek
100301011804 Virginia Creek 19407 14325 74 Holter
170102030704 Ward Creek 8094 2329 29 Middle Blackfoot
170102030703 Rock Creek 25412 4286 17 Middle Blackfoot
170102030405 Buffalo Gulch 9160 5027 55 Nevada Creek
170102030404 Jefferson Creek 6799 2722 40 Nevada Creek
170102030415 Lower Nevada 31370 4817 15 Nevada Creek
Creek
170102030407 Middle Nevada 18047 4514 25 Nevada Creek
Creek
170102030401 Nevada Creek 25255 18184 72 Nevada Creek
Headwaters
170102030403 Washington 8013 5037 63 Nevada Creek
Creek

*Two watersheds do not contain any travel management proposed actions under any of the alternatives and
therefore and will not be included in any further analysis tables.

Eleven 6™ Code HUCs, or approximately 30 percent of the 6™ -HUC watersheds covered by the
Blackfoot travel planning area, contain a stream that is impaired by sediment, including some of the

major streams in this area (table 23).
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Table 23. Streams in the Blackfoot travel planning area (or directly downstream) listed as impaired by
sediment by the Montana DEQ

HUC 6 ID HUC 6 Name (see figure 6) Stream Name
170102030309 Arrastra Creek Arrastra Creek
170102030310 Blackfoot River-Little Moose Creek Blackfoot River
170102030201 Blackfoot River-Willow Creek Sandbar Creek, Willow Creek
170102030301 Humbug Creek Blackfoot River, Poorman Creek
170102030302 Poorman Creek Poorman Creek
170102030206 Blackfoot River-Hardscrabble Creek Willow Creek
170102030704 Ward Creek Ward Creek
170102030405 Buffalo Gulch Buffalo Gulch
170102030404 Jefferson Creek Jefferson Creek
170102030401 Nevada Creek Headwaters Nevada Creek
170102030403 Washington Creek Washington Creek

In part, as a result of sediment impairment, all of these impaired stream reaches are not fully meeting
the aquatic life and cold water fishery designated beneficial uses (MT DEQ, 2004). The Blackfoot
Headwaters TMDL recommends a 30 percent reduction in NFS road sediment delivery, and 100
percent for unclassified roads (MT DEQ 2004). The Middle Blackfoot and Nevada Creek TMDL
reports recommend a non-specific reduction in sediment from NFS roads through implementation of
Best Management Practices (MT DEQ 2008).

In addition to sediment delivery from roads, the presence of culverts (particularly those that are
undersized) at road-stream crossings present a potential risk of sedimentation in any stream. During a
flood event, especially following a wildfire, a culvert can become obstructed or overwhelmed by the
magnitude of flow. The consequence of culvert failure is often the erosion and entrainment of road-fill
around the culvert. There has not been a comprehensive survey and analysis of culverts in the
Blackfoot travel planning area, but many are old and likely undersized.

We provided a summary of available NFS road data (table 24) and unclassified road data (table 25)
including total road miles by 6™ HUC drainage, road miles within the 150-foot buffer from streams,
number of stream crossings, and surveyed road sediment points. The sediment delivery point
information presented in table 24 is a summary of the road sediment surveys completed by Helena
National Forest hydrology personnel. It is not a complete dataset for every road in the travel plan,
additionally hydrology personnel were not able to survey every stream crossing in the travel plan,

therefore not all stream crossings are listed as sediment sources.

Table 24. Road information for portions of 6" -HUC subwatersheds within the Blackfoot travel planning

area
Roads
Roads*** within 150' Stream Sediment
6" -HUC 6" -HUC Watershed Name (miles) buffer from | Crossings | delivery
stream #) points (#)*
(miles)
170102030309 Arrastra Creek 28.5 2.0 17 14
170102030303 Beaver Creek 24.0 4.5 26 20
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Roads
Roads*** within 150' Stream Sediment
6" -HUC 6" -HUC Watershed Name (miles) buffer from | Crossings | delivery

stream #) points (#)*

(miles)
170102030202 Blackfoot River-Anaconda Creek 90.5 26.1 85 43
170102030206 Blackfoot River-Hardscrabble Creek 11.6 1.1 0 O**
170102030308 Blackfoot River-Lincoln 17.4 0.8
170102030310 Blackfoot River-Little Moose Creek 54.3 7.1 30
170102030201 Blackfoot River-Willow Creek 21.3 5.5 22
170102030405 Buffalo Guich 66.6 11.6 11 20
170102030103 Copper Creek 86.8 10.3 49 52
170102030205 Hogum Creek 25.2 4.6 29 14
170102030301 Humbug Creek 47.3 2.2 23
170102030404 Jefferson Creek 13.1 35 8 32
170102030304 Keep Cool Creek 26.5 5.9 27 25
170102030305 Lincoln Creek 30.9 3.3 13 11
100301011803 | Little Prickly Pear Creek-Marsh Creek 13.8 4.0 3
170102030204 Lower Alice Creek 62.2 6.2 28
100301011807 Lower Canyon Creek 0.0 0.2 ot
170102030104 Lower Landers Fork 6.9 2.5 QO**
170102030415 Lower Nevada Creek 20.9 2.7 18 9
100301011903 Lyong Creek 0.0 0.0 0 0**
100301020203 Middle Fork Dearborn River 11.7 2.7 O**
170102030407 Middle Nevada Creek 18.7 3.1 11 5
170102030401 Nevada Creek Headwaters 28.6 2.8 8 8
170102030302 Poorman Creek 68.1 18.0 76 63
170102030703 Rock Creek 24.2 0.5 1 2
170102030307 Sauerkraut Creek 10.6 2.4 10 12
170102030203 Upper Alice Creek 12.2 2.8 17 11
100301011805 Upper Canyon Creek 46.9 16.4 20 ot
100301020401 Upper South Fork Dearborn River 3.8 3.0 6 ot
100301011804 Virginia Creek 71.2 14.9 41 38
170102030704 Ward Creek 3.7 45 0 0**
170102030403 Washington Creek 155 2.4 ot
170102030306 Willow Creek 23.6 2.8 13 25
100301011905 Wolf Creek 0.2 0.1 0 o**

Total 987 181 585 459

* Surveyed by HNF hydrology personnel during the 2009 and 2010 field season. Not every stream crossing was surveyed.

** There is low potential in these watersheds for road sediment to get to streams.

***Does not include non-motorized trails or unclassified roads, those are included in table 24. T Roads in watershed not

surveyed recently

Gray shading indicates 6™ -HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment by the Montana DEQ.
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Table 25. Unclassified road information for 6" HUC subwatersheds within the Blackfoot planning area

Unclassified Roléggl\?vsitsrifiir:eiso Stream
6" -HUC 6" -HUC Watershed Name Roads toot of Streams Crossings
(miles) (miles) #)

170102030309 Arrastra Creek 1.1 0.1 1
170102030303 Beaver Creek 2.3 0.3 3
170102030202 Blackfoot River-Anaconda Creek 6.7 0.3 0
170102030206 Blackfoot River-Hardscrabble Creek 1.6 0.0 0
170102030308 Blackfoot River-Lincoln 6.7 15 2
170102030310 Blackfoot River-Little Moose Creek 0.0 0.0 0
170102030201 Blackfoot River-Willow Creek 5.1 1.8 5
170102030405 Buffalo Gulch 2.0 0.0 0
170102030103 Copper Creek 2.7 0.1 1
170102030205 Hogum Creek 0.7 0.6 2
170102030301 Humbug Creek 2.9 2.7 12
170102030404 Jefferson Creek 0.7 0.4 2
170102030304 Keep Cool Creek 4.9 1.2 6
170102030305 Lincoln Creek 1.9 1.0 3
100301011803 Little Prickly Pear Creek-Marsh Creek 0.1 0.1 0
170102030204 Lower Alice Creek 0.0 0.0 0
100301011807 Lower Canyon Creek 0.0 0.2 1
170102030104 Lower Landers Fork 0.4 0.0 0
170102030415 Lower Nevada Creek 0.0 0.0 0
100301011903 Lyong Creek 4.4 0.0 0
100301020203 Middle Fork Dearborn River 0.0 0.0 0
170102030407 Middle Nevada Creek 0.2 0.1 1
170102030401 Nevada Creek Headwaters 0.0 0.0 0
170102030302 Poorman Creek 4.3 2.1 7
170102030703 Rock Creek 14 0.0 0
170102030307 Sauerkraut Creek 0.3 0.2 2
170102030203 Upper Alice Creek 0.0 0.0 0
100301011805 Upper Canyon Creek 4.0 2.2 2
100301020401 Upper South Fork Dearborn River 0.0 0.1 1
100301011804 Virginia Creek 4.4 0.6 0
170102030704 Ward Creek 0.0 0.0 0
170102030403 Washington Creek 0.0 0.0 0
170102030306 Willow Creek 1.3 0.2 2
100301011905 Wolf Creek 0.0 0.0 0
Total 60 16 53

Gray shading indicates 6th HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment: MT DEQ
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Sediment from Non-Road Sources

Stream bank erosion occurs in undisturbed drainages as a part of natural channel geomorphic
processes, but can be accelerated by management activities, most commonly cattle trampling on
grazing allotments. Recommended load reductions in the Nevada Creek TMDL planning area range
from 23-34 percent of current sediment loading. Along other streams within the Blackfoot travel
planning area, accelerated stream bank erosion due to past mining activities and cattle grazing is
likely occurring.

Other sources of sediment in planning area streams include natural watershed erosion, erosion from
timber harvest activities on private and federal land, and abandoned mining lands (see cumulative
effects list in appendix D). Aside from natural erosion, these sources likely contribute less sediment
than erosion from roads, based on estimates made in the Blackfoot Headwaters TMDL and other
TMDL reports (Montana DEQ 2004).

Non-Sediment Impairments

A dominant impairment of stream water quality in the study area is elevated metals from past mining
activities. For example, following the failure of Mike Horse Tailings Dam on Beartrap Creek in 1975,
flow from the reservoir delivered elevated metal loads to the Blackfoot River for approximately 3
weeks. Many of the 6" -HUCs in the Blackfoot travel planning area are not fully meeting designated
beneficial uses as a result of metal impairments.

Water Yield

Water yield in most, if not all, of the drainages in the Blackfoot travel planning area has likely
increased as a result of widespread tree mortality from insect infestation, in concert with other
activities that have removed trees from the watersheds (e.g., green-tree timber harvest) over the past
few decades. Baseline conditions are defined to be the expected water yield given a natural extent of
forest cover throughout a watershed. In practice, the concept of a static baseline water yield is of
limited value, as forest cover in undisturbed watersheds is generally in a state of flux based on several
factors, including fire and insect-induced mortality.

Riparian Conditions

The condition of riparian areas within the travel planning area varies widely. Within grazing
allotments, riparian areas are generally impacted by cattle grazing and trampling. We evaluated
several stream riparian areas using the Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) protocol (Prichard 1998)
during the summer of 2009 and 2010. The PFC methodology qualitatively evaluates riparian area
vegetation, channel, and floodplain characteristics to arrive at an estimate of how well the riparian
area dissipates flow energy and maintains floodplain stability during larger flood events. Past mining,
grazing, browsing, and trampling, as well as other land use activities, can adversely impact riparian
area form and function. Most of the surveyed riparian areas were not functioning properly or were
functioning at risk based on PFC standards. The information gathered in 2009 and 2010 may not be
representative of riparian areas throughout the planning area as these surveys were not completed for
streams outside of grazing allotments. In the past, however, streams outside of grazing allotments and
past mining areas have generally been rated as properly functioning.

There are many non-riparian wetlands in the planning area, however their extent has not been
quantitatively described and their condition is largely unknown. Professional observation within
allotments has shown that wetlands in some locations see degradation from trampling, etc.
Recreational activities (camping and campfires, off highway vehicle use) also may impact non-
riparian wetlands. Detrimental effects in these areas are avoided during project implementation and
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forest management activities by using appropriate best management practices (BMPs) as specified in
chapter 2 of the FEIS.

Environmental Consequences

Methodology

Scale of analysis — The scale of analysis for direct and indirect effects is at the individual stream and
6th-HUC watershed scale. The scale of analysis for cumulative effects as described in appendix D is
at the 5th-HUC but is also discussed at the smaller 6th-HUC in this section.

GIS data — The accuracy of HNF GIS datasets is described in GIS metadata files in the public record
and in Chapter 1 of the EIS. Updated GIS data on stream-road crossings and miles of road within 150
feet of a stream were used in place of RAP data as indicators of problematic roads. Roads within the
150-foot buffer and number of stream crossings were selected as indicators because a road must be
hydraulically connected to a stream in order for sediment-laden runoff to flow from the road to the
stream. Roads with stream crossings or roads parallel and adjacent to streams are likely to have
sediment delivery points. This observation is based on extensive professional experience with road-
sediment-source surveys on the Forest. Furthermore, it follows that roads far from a stream are
unlikely to be hydrologically connected (Ellis 2008). This surrogate for field data was used in the
analysis because field data for all of the routes in the planning area were incomplete. The distance of
150 feet was chosen as the threshold for negative road-stream interaction because this distance
generally affords a buffer of sufficient width to minimize sediment delivery from roadsides (Ellis
2008). The width of an adequate sediment buffer is dependent on slope, vegetation, and other site-
specific characteristics. In some instances, a 150-foot buffer may not be sufficient to stop
concentrated flow of sediment-laden water from a roadside. However, based on experience, a 150-
foot buffer is generally more than adequate in the Blackfoot travel planning area watersheds.

Road sediment data — Road sediment surveys were completed by experienced HNF hydrologic
technicians and field-validated by the forest hydrologist. Data collected in the road sediment survey
were of a degree of precision and accuracy that exceeded the sensitivity of the sediment modeling
software.

Road sediment modeling — Road sediment modeling (using WEPP: Road software) was completed
by a HNF hydrologist. The accuracy of the model’s predictions is dependent on numerous factors,
including the limitations of the model in describing physical conditions of the road and soil, and
limitations of PRISM-modified local climate data. The WEPP model output used in this analysis is
annual average sediment delivery from the road buffer (tons/acre). This average is based on 30 years
of simulated weather events. Actual annual sediment delivery from a road segment would vary
greatly from year to year, depending on such factors as antecedent moisture, snow cover, storm
intensity, and storm duration. The best use of this dataset is to draw a comparison for potential
sediment reductions by alternative. For additional detail on the WEPP: Road model, see Elliot et al.
(1999).

Resource Indicators and Measures

Road decommissioning, road storage and restoration of stream crossings have the potential to reduce
sediment delivery to streams. This analysis used the following measurement indicators to compare
and contrast the alternatives to determine what effects the proposed changes to the transportation
system would have on water quality, and the ability to improve watershed conditions in the planning
area.
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Measurement Indicators:

¢ Road sediment reduction estimates resulting from road storage or decommissioning in tons
per year.

¢ Miles of road decommissioned in the 150-foot buffer along streams.

¢ Number of road stream crossings restored on roads designated for decommissioning and
storage.

¢ Number of new route stream crossings.
¢ Miles of new route construction or reconstruction within the 150-foot buffer along streams.

¢ Miles of routes and number of stream crossings added to the National Forest System via
unclassified routes in the 150-foot buffer along streams.

For the purposes of this analysis, non-motorized trails were only qualitatively considered for effects
to watersheds. The primary emphasis of the analysis was on roads and motorized trails. Non-
motorized trails, including mountain bike trails, constitute a minor impact to water resources in
comparison to motorized routes in the planning area when considering the measurement indicators.
For example, the total of miles of non-motorized trail new construction within the 150-ft stream
buffer is 0.1 miles or less in the action alternatives, and there is only one proposed new stream
crossing in alternative 4 (alternative 2 and 3 propose zero new crossings). Trail construction and
maintenance with the inclusion of the BMPs (chapter 2) will help to reduce or eliminate sediment
inputs into streams and damage to riparian areas. New trailheads were not emphasized in the analysis
because most of the new proposed trailhead locations are well outside of the 150-foot stream buffer.
There is one proposed new trailhead location within the stream buffer in the Keep Cool watershed,
but implementation of BMPs (chapter 2) in the design and construction of the trailnead will minimize
or prevent impacts to the water resource.

Assumptions

e This travel planning effort includes designation of all routes in the planning area as open,
closed, seasonally restricted, stored or decommissioned. For the purpose of this analysis,
physical closure method was assumed to be at the 3S level for storage and at the 4 level for
decommissioning, as defined in table 4.

e The act of closing a road to all but administrative use without action to stabilize the road (e.g.,
culvert removal, soil decompaction, seeding) may not result in watershed improvement. It is
possible for further compromised watershed conditions because maintenance may be reduced
and plugged culverts could fail.

e The act of closing a road to all motorized use, removing culverts, decompacting soil and
seeding would result in watershed improvement.

e Any road segment that is currently a source of sediment and is designated for
decommissioning would (over the long term) no longer be a source of sediment following
decommissioning. However, over the short term, there would be a temporary increase in
sediment.

o Decommissioning a road with a stream crossing or culvert would include restoring the stream
channel to a stable and functional condition.

e Any route designated as 01-STO: closed to motorized use yearlong would be closed to
motorized use, but not fully decommissioned. These roads are to be self-maintaining in non-
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use status for up to 20 years by recontouring access points, improving drainage, and removing
culverts.

o Wheeled, motorized use would be restricted to designated System routes following
implementation of alternative 2, 3 or 4. If other unclassified routes are discovered not currently
captured in this analysis (and shown on maps in appendix G and included in summary tables
in appendix C of this FEIS), they would be considered an unclassified route and therefore
closed and legally unavailable to the public without further NEPA analysis. For purposes of
this analysis, these unclassified routes would be available for future decommissioning.

o Road maintenance (blading, culvert-clearing) and improvements (surfacing, culvert
replacement) may result in temporary increases in sediment delivery to streams, but would
result in a long-term (3-5+ year) reduction in sediment delivery from planning area roads.

e In streams without previously identified water-quality impairment, this analysis will assume
that beneficial uses are being fully met, and would continue to be met if the proposed travel
plan results in no net increase in sediment delivery from roads.

e Implementing alternatives 2, 3 or 4 would not result in measurable changes in water yield in
any watershed given the relatively low level of new road and trail construction and the small
percentage of the affected watersheds that would be restored.

e Best Management Practices as outlined in the National Best Management Practices for Water
Quality Management on National Forest System Lands, Volume 1: National Core BMP
Technical Guide (USDA, 2012) and project design features would be implemented to
minimize impacts to hydrologic resources and are considered part of the alternatives; these are
described in chapter 2.

Also, see the Alternative Development section in chapter 2 for assumptions common to all resources.

Information Used

Helena National Forest GIS data — Datasets used in this analysis include National Hydrologic
Dataset (NHD) streams and 6th-HUC watersheds, roads, and planned road designations. Analysis for
this section also used number of road-stream crossings and length of roadway within 150 feet of
streams. The NHD streams layer includes perennial, intermittent and ephemeral drainages.

Road Sediment-source Survey — Roads in some watersheds within the Blackfoot travel planning
area were evaluated in 2009-2012 to determine points where sediment from roads could be
transported to streams. Information collected in this survey includes location of sediment transport as
well as parameters required to predict sediment delivery using the WEPP: Road model (Elliot et al.
1999). This data set is not all inclusive in the planning area. Stream crossings in the planning area are
likely sediment sources, but only those surveyed are included in the WEPP: Roads model.

Roads Analysis Process (RAP) Report — An analysis of the HNF road network was completed in
2004. The analysis designated road risk ratings based on road mileage within riparian habitat
conservation areas (RHCA), wet areas, erosive and slide-prone soils, TMDL watersheds, and the
number of road-stream crossings (USDA 2004). The RAP assessment of watershed road risks was
compared to up-to-date GIS data on stream crossings and roads within 150 feet of streams, and the
two were found to be consistent. Thus, the latter datasets were used. For discussion of the RAP data,
see the fisheries section of this EIS.
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Spatial and Temporal Context for Effects Analysis

The analysis area for the hydrology resource consisted of all 6th-HUC drainages containing roads
with potential to be affected in the decision (table 22). This includes primarily subwatersheds within
the Blackfoot River subbasin. The Blackfoot travel planning area includes Nevada, Middle Blackfoot,
and Blackfoot Headwaters TMDL planning areas as well as smaller portions of the Little Blackfoot,
Dearborn, and Holter TMDL planning areas. The temporal scale of the analysis for all effects is
greater than 5 years, given that the decision to designate a route as either opened or closed does not
necessarily determine whether that would have reduced neutral, or increased impact on water
resource in the short term (less than 5 years).

Past, Present, and Foreseeable Activities Relevant to Cumulative Effects Analysis

The list of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions considered for the watershed
cumulative effects analysis is found in appendix D.

Effects Common to All Alternatives

Routine road maintenance and routine road improvements generally reduce sediment delivery from
system routes to streams for a period of years following the work. Failure to maintain open roads and
drainage systems can lead to worsening chronic sediment delivery, and potentially catastrophic road
failures.

Alternative 1 — No Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

Under alternative 1, no new management actions are proposed. If no new actions are undertaken, no
new management-related water resource impacts would occur. Past and ongoing management
activities, such as road use, OHV use, off-route camping near streams, creation and use of
unclassified routes, mining, and livestock grazing would continue to affect water resources. No new
additions to watershed-scale effects would be predicted, because alternative 1 proposed no new
management activities.

An irretrievable commitment of the no-action alternative would be continued sediment delivery to
streams from the existing road network, and continued impact to riparian areas traversed by roads.
Maintenance levels would be expected to remain the same in the existing conditions. There are no
irreversible commitments from this alternative.

Cumulative Effects

In addition to the impacts of sediment delivery from roads and road impacts on riparian area and
stream form and function, several past and present activities on federal land and lands of other
ownership have affected and continue to affect water quality, water yield, and riparian health and
vigor in the cumulative effects analysis area. Past timber harvest has likely caused temporary
increases in water yield and sediment delivery in the past, though these effects generally attenuate
over time. In the past, mining has contributed metals and sediment to stream channels in the
watersheds. In some cases, ongoing mining activity continues to be a chronic source of sediment to
streams and riparian degradation. Old mine workings can also pose chronic or episodic water quality
problems to forest streams, as in the Beartrap Creek (upper Blackfoot) Mike Horse Dam failure of
1975. In addition, past pulses of elevated sediment (e.g., from timber harvest or mining) can remain
stored in stream channels (banks, bed, floodplain) for many years following deposition. Continued
grazing in riparian areas and cattle trailing along streams within grazing allotments would likely
continue to contribute elevated sediment levels to streams in watersheds containing grazing
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allotments. In the absence of other reductions to sediment delivery in the watershed, streams in most
of the watersheds within the Blackfoot travel planning area would continue to receive elevated levels
of sediment.

In Blackfoot travel planning area watersheds, water yield most likely has been and would continue to
be affected by large-scale tree mortality. Large-scale loss of live trees reduces the volume of water
removed from a watershed by transpiration. Increases in water yield could result in higher peak flows
than would otherwise occur—higher flows have the potential to increase stream bank and bed scour.
None of the alternatives would measurably affect water yield.

Extensive tree mortality would also affect stream temperature in streams that cross the affected
stands. However, understory vegetation, generally unaffected by insect mortality, would continue to
provide shade. In addition, understory and riparian vegetation exposed to increased levels of sunlight
(due to loss of overstory canopy) can expand and provide additional shade (Gravelle & Link, 2007).
None of the alternatives would measurably influence stream temperature.

As discussed in appendix D, reasonably foreseeable future activities on federal land and lands of
other ownership that could affect water quality (sediment) and yield, and riparian health and vigor in
the cumulative effects analysis area include future timber harvest, small-scale mining or failure of old
mines, continued livestock impacts, roads, and fire. Foreseeable timber harvest activities in the
analysis area (e.g., Dalton Mountain Forest Restoration and Fuels Reduction Project, Stonewall
Vegetation Management Project) are not likely to substantially affect water quality (sediment) or
riparian area viability, assuming compliance with the Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) Law,
INFISH standards, and strict adherence to forestry best management practices (BMPs) (USDA Forest
Service 2012; Montana DNRC 2010; USDA Forest Service 1995).

If the no-action alternative is chosen, it is expected that impacts of roads on water quality (sediment)
would continue at the current levels since no roads would be removed from the road system. Other
than road decommissioning, activities that would serve to reduce sediment delivery to streams in
project watersheds under the no-action alternative would likely be implemented periodically in the
future within the cumulative effects analysis area. Such activities include road maintenance,
watershed improvement projects, culvert upgrades, and effectively implemented allotment
management plan (AMP) revisions, among others.

Forest Plan Consistency

Implementing alternative 1 would not move the planning area toward desired conditions for
hydrologic resources, as defined in the Forest Plan; some water bodies in the planning area are not
currently meeting state water quality standards (i.e., several streams are on the Montana 303(d) list of
WQLS). Under this alternative, the Forest would not move toward meeting this Forest Plan standard
because no measures targeted at improving water quality in streams within the Blackfoot travel
planning area would be implemented (see appendix A).

Summary of Effects

Currently, full attainment of all beneficial uses in streams is not being met in several of the 6th-HUC
watersheds within the Blackfoot travel planning area. In some of these impaired streams, beneficial
uses are compromised due, at least in part, to land-use activities outside of HNF management. Under
the no-action alternative, full attainment of all beneficial uses would still not be met in these
watersheds. Although effects of forest roads and other management practices in place before April
1993 are exempt from this standard (MCA 75-5-317), in some cases, existing activities (e.g., forest
roads) on the HNF managed portions of these watersheds might not meet the state requirement that
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“all reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been applied” (ARM 17.30.602) to
minimize pollution. Exemption notwithstanding, many of these roads could be considered to “cause
excessive water pollution” (Forest Plan, 11/25) and should thus be “corrected where feasible” (ibid.),
or stand in violation of the Forest Plan. Road maintenance will likely continue to be an issue across
the planning area. However efforts are made on an annual basis to address maintenance issues to
bring such roads into compliance with the state laws and forest plan standards. Alternative 1 would
not decommission or put into storage any poorly maintained roads from the forest system, unlike the
action alternative and does the least toward meeting the Forest Plan standard. Finally, planning for
road decommissioning of unclassified roads in the Blackfoot travel planning area generally cannot
move forward in the absence of a travel plan decision. With these matters considered, of the four
alternatives, alternative 1 offers the fewest opportunities to reduce the impact of the HNF road
network on water quality and riparian conditions.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4

Project Design Features

Project design features and best management practices (BMPs) specific to hydrology are listed in
chapter 2, page 43. Standard operating procedures and best management practices would continue to
be applied to routine maintenance and on-going transportation system activities. These as well as the
project design features listed in chapter 2, however, would apply to alternatives 2, 3and 4 and would
reduce or eliminate adverse impacts from proposed activities. Monitoring of BMP application and
effectiveness has been conducted by the Montana DNRC over the last decade. Part of the monitoring
includes application and effectiveness of road planning, design, construction, drainage and
maintenance. The BMP audits have documented that proper application of BMPs are effective in
controlling of sediment delivery to streams (Montana Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation [DNRC] 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008 and 2010).

Direct and Indirect Effects

Water yield would not be meaningfully affected by a decision under any alternative of the Blackfoot
Travel Plan, as the area of trees gained would be insignificant with respect to basin water yield at the
6" -HUC scale. Decommissioning several hydraulically connected roads in a watershed might alter
the flow regime marginally, as these high-efficiency vectors of runoff (roads) are removed from the
landscape; although this too would be difficult to quantify.

Several of the NFS roads within the travel planning area have been surveyed for potential road
sediment sources, a list of those roads are contained in the project record. Most road-stream crossings
have potential for sediment delivery to the streams and sections of road within close proximity to
streams also have potential to contribute sediment. Many of the roads that are sources of sediment to
streams would remain open to vehicle traffic under all alternatives, although sediment delivery from
these roads will continue to be mitigated by routine road maintenance activities. Road sediment
surveys were done on many (but not all) roads that will be decommissioned or stored under the
different alternatives. The data from these surveys were used to predict erosion and sediment delivery
from these road segments, using WEPP. The model’s predictions are useful for comparison between
the alternatives and are not comprehensive across the entire planning area.

All action alternatives include the closure, storage, or decommissioning of many existing unclassified
routes. Some of the existing unclassified routes that are not proposed for closure, storage or
decommissioning would become part of the designated route system. If other existing unclassified
routes are discovered that are not currently captured in this analysis, these routes would not be
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identified as National Forest System routes and would therefore be closed to motorized use and
legally unavailable to the public without further NEPA analysis. They would be available for possible
future decommissioning. Some of the existing unclassified routes are detrimental to water quality and
riparian area form and function; removing these routes would result in a substantial benefit to water
quality and riparian health throughout the Blackfoot travel planning area. Alternative 2 would close,
store or decommission 65 percent of these unclassified routes, alternative 3 would close, store or
decommission 90 percent of these routes, and alternative 4 would close, store or decommission 88
percent of these routes. Unclassified routes were included with National Forest System routes in the
analysis for miles of road decommissioned within 150 feet of a stream (table 27), estimated reduction
in sediment delivery from decommissioning (table 26), and stream crossings decommissioned or
restored (table 28).

All action alternatives also propose decommissioning. Decommissioning roads would benefit streams
by removing impenetrable road surfaces within the watershed and restoring subsurface hydraulic
conductivity (Lloyd 2013). This improved infiltration would reduce erosion of upland roads and
decrease runoff into streams. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 all propose some level of decommissioning (8
miles for alternative 2; 200 miles for alternative 3; and 212 miles for alternative 4) and many of these
roads (table 26) are within 150 feet of stream channels, furthering the benefit to streams. Table 26
illustrates the estimated reduction in sediment delivery from road decommissioning within 150 feet of
streams, by alternative. Decommissioning these routes would also restore their existing stream
crossings, further benefiting water quality (table 27). The total miles of roads decommissioned within
150 feet of streams are displayed in table 27.

All action alternatives propose route storage. Stored routes would be closed to motorized use, but not
fully decommissioned. These roads would be self-maintaining in non-use status for up to 20 years by
recontouring access points, improving drainage, and removing culverts. Alternative 2 proposes the
highest level of storage among the action alternatives (135 miles) with 76 miles proposed for
alternative 3 and 82 miles for alternative 4 and many of these routes are within 150 feet of stream
channels, furthering the benefit to streams. Storing these routes would also result in removal of
culverts and restoration of existing stream crossings, benefiting water quality. Table 26 show the
estimated reduction in sediment delivery from road storage by alternative. Table 29 shows the number
of stream crossings that would be restored by alternative.

Each action alternative reduces the overall number of designated National Forest System routes in the
planning area and includes road storage and decommissioning actions. However, each action
alternative also includes some new route construction and reconstruction, and some currently
unclassified routes would be added to the National Forest System as open roads or motorized trails.
New routes within 150 feet of a stream and new stream crossings could develop new sediment
sources to streams which would impact water quality, as well as affecting riparian areas. With the
incorporation of BMPs, those new roads and stream crossings can be designed to minimize sediment
delivery to streams and impacts to riparian areas. However, those impacts may never be eliminated,
and therefore new roads were considered an adverse impact when comparing the alternatives. Current
unclassified roads near streams that would be added to the National Forest System may presently be
an existing adverse impact to streams and riparian areas. However, adding these roads to the National
Forest System would put them in the maintenance schedule, and performing routine maintenance and
inspections on these routes could improve the effect on the hydrologic condition because the BMPs
prescribed above would be incorporated into road maintenance. This hydrology section only analyzes
effects of roads within 150 feet of a stream; roads constructed outside of this buffer may still present
negative impacts to the hydrologic resource. With the incorporation of BMPs, those new roads can be
designed to minimize impacts to the hydrologic resource.
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Road reconstruction that occurs within the 150-foot buffer from streams could result in an improved
hydrologic condition because the BMPs prescribed above would be incorporated into road
reconstruction.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would permit wheeled motorized use within 300 feet of a designated road or
trail for the purpose of dispersed camping or parking associated with dispersed camping. See chapter
2 for a detailed description. Effectiveness monitoring would occur based on available staff and
funding. Wheeled motorized vehicle travel for camping and parking associated with camping would
be allowed within 300 feet of the edge of designated Forest System routes (unless signed otherwise)
as long as:

+ No new permanent routes are created by this activity

+ No damage to existing vegetation, soil, or water resources occurs
¢ Travel off-route does not cross streams

¢ Travel off-route does not traverse riparian or wet areas

¢ Recreationalists will use the most direct route to disperse camp

¢ Recreationalists must select their site by non-motorized means

Dispersed recreation sites currently exist and are heavily used within the planning area.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives would provide for the monitoring and enforcement of
provisions for resource protection, and would ensure that adverse impacts are minimized, as described
in chapter 2. This component is particularly important to the hydrologic resource. It is difficult to
quantify the positive impact these restrictions will have on the hydrologic resource. However,
removing a sediment source form a stream is a positive effect and allowing riparian vegetation to
reestablish where a recreation site will be removed will be a positive effect.

Enforcement of the designations on the motor vehicle use map (MVVUM) would necessarily be
intensive in the early stages of implementation, but would reduce over time as the public becomes
more familiar with the new regulations on the Forest. The implementation of alternatives 2, 3 or 4
ensures monitoring of dispersed sites and enforcement of the designations on the MVVUM, and would
help to prevent additional damage to the hydrologic resource by minimizing the potential adverse
effects of off-road travel.

Many dispersed sites are located adjacent to or provide access to lakes and rivers, and lack the design
features found at developed sites to mitigate the potential adverse impacts from use. As a result, the
impacts of dispersed recreation use on soils, water quality, and riparian resources can be greater than
impacts at developed sites. Nonpoint source pollution from dispersed recreation includes human and
animal wastes, petroleum products and other hazardous substances, streambank disturbance, stream
channel alteration, and sediment eroded from the site. Chapter 2 describes non-discretionary project
design features that would be implemented for the action alternatives. These minimization criteria
would apply to existing dispersed recreation sites, and therefore the effects to water resources would
not differ among alternatives, and would ensure that adverse effects to water resources from dispersed
use would be minimized.

Alternative 4 has the most miles of road within 150 feet of a stream to be decommissioned, and the
most stream crossings restored. Although not all roads proposed for decommissioning were surveyed
or modeled, sediment modeling on surveyed routes provides an estimate of the potential this project
has for sediment reduction to streams in the planning area. Model results of surveyed roads suggested

122



Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Chapter 3-Hydrology

that alternative 4 has the greatest potential to reduce sediment delivery to streams compared to the
other action alternatives.

Alternative 4 has the fewest miles of unclassified roads added to the National Forest System between
all the action alternatives. It has one more stream crossing added to the National Forest System than
alternative 3. Alternative 2 has the most miles of unclassified roads added to the National Forest
System. These are existing roads that have the potential for adverse impacts to streams and riparian
areas. However, adding these roads to the National Forest System would put them in the maintenance
schedule. Maintenance and upgrades to stream crossings could be used to alleviate sediment from
these roads and crossings.

Alternative 3 and 4 have the most miles of new construction or reconstruction within 150-feet of a
stream. New routes within 150 feet of a stream and new stream crossings would have an adverse
impact to stream channels, water quality, and riparian areas. However, this adverse impact would be
minimized by the implementation of BMPs and project design features to minimize sediment delivery
to streams. The number of new stream crossings to be constructed is the same for all alternatives.

New road construction planned for alternative 2 within the 150-foot stream buffer occurs in the
Blackfoot River-Lincoln HUC and the Lower Alice Creek HUC. The new road construction within
the Lincoln Creek HUC would occur near an unnamed intermittent stream and includes one crossing.
The new road construction in the Lower Alice Creek HUC would occur near Bartlett Creek and an
unnamed intermittent tributary to Bartlett Creek, and would cross both of the streams. In the
Blackfoot River — Lincoln HUC, under alternative 2, there is no proposed road decommissioning
within 150-feet of streams and no proposed stream crossing removal or decommissioning. However,
under alternative 2 there would be 2 potential culverts or stream crossings restored on storage roads.
In the Lower Alice Creek HUC, under alternative 2, there is no proposed road decommissioning
within 150-feet of streams and no proposed stream crossing removal or decommissioning. However,
under alternative 2 there would be 13 potential culverts removed or stream crossings restored on
storage roads. Therefore, implementation of alternative 2 would result in a net increase of 0.2 miles of
road within 150 feet of streams (table 30), but in both impacted HUCs would result in a net decrease
in the number of stream crossings due to the actions on storage roads.

In alternatives 3 and 4, 0.8 miles of new road construction or reconstruction is planned within the
150-foot stream buffer in Blackfoot River — Anaconda Creek, Hogum Creek, Keep Cook Creek and
Lincoln Creek HUCs. The overall impacts to those watersheds are described in the following
paragraphs.

In alternatives 3 and 4, the road reconstruction that is occurring in the Blackfoot River — Anaconda
Creek HUC is occurring within 150-feet of Cadotte Creek, a perennial flowing stream. Currently the
road crosses the stream several times; reconstruction sections of the road would eliminate some of
those stream crossings and the reconstructed segments would contain zero stream crossings. If the
road reconstruction efforts incorporate the BMPs prescribed above, there would be an improvement
to the hydrologic condition in Cadotte Creek.

In alternatives 3 and 4 there would be 0.2 miles of new construction in the Hogum Creek HUC within
150 feet of an unnamed intermittent stream with no new stream crossing. Under both alternative 3 and
4, there would be 0.7 miles of road decommissioning within 150-feet of streams and 5 stream
crossings decommissioned and restored. Therefore with the implementation of alternative 3 or 4 there
would be a net decrease of 0.5 miles of roads within 150-feet of streams and 5 less stream crossings

in the Hogum Creek HUC.
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In Keep Cook Creek HUC there would be 0.02 miles of new route construction within 150 feet of an
unnamed intermittent stream with no new stream crossing. Under alternative 3 there would be 1.2
miles and under alternative 4 there would be 1.3 miles of road decommissioned within 150-feet of
streams. This decommissioning would include restoration of 6 and 7 stream crossings respectively.
Implementation of either alternative 3 or 4 would result in a net decrease of 1.2 or 1.3 miles or roads
within 150-feet of streams and a net decrease of 6 or 7 stream crossings respectively. Additionally,
alternative 3 would restore 8 stream crossings on storage roads and alternative 4 would restore 3
crossings on storage roads.

The 0.1 miles of new road construction within the Lincoln Creek HUC would occur near an unnamed
intermittent stream and would include one crossing (same as in alternative 2). Under alternative 3
there would be 1.1 miles and under alternative 4 there would be 1.2 miles of road decommissioned
within 150 feet of streams. This decommissioning would include restoration of 2 and 3 stream
crossings respectively. Implementation of either alternative 3 or 4 would result in a net decrease of
1.0 or 1.1 miles or roads within 150 feet of streams and a net decrease of 2 or 3 stream crossings
respectively. Additionally, alternative 3 would restore no stream crossings on storage roads and
alternative 4 would restore two crossings on storage roads.

Only in alternative 4 would there be 0.1 miles of road construction within the Lower Alice Creek
HUC that would occur within 150 feet of Alice Creek, but would not include a stream crossing. In
alternative 4 there would be 4.9 miles of road decommissioning within 150 feet and 20 stream
crossings decommissioned and restored. Therefore the net decrease of roads within 150-feet of
streams would be 4.8 miles under alternative 4.

Overall, alternative 4 has fewer stream crossings to be restored on storage roads than does alternative
3 or alternative 2, but this number is misleading because many of the roads designated for storage in
alternative 2 or 3 would be decommissioned in alternative 4.

Implementation of either alternative 3 or 4 would have the greatest benefit to the hydrologic condition
in watersheds with streams listed for sediment impairment on the Montana 303(d) list. These eleven
watersheds are highlighted in the following tables with shading. Two of these watersheds
(Washington Creek and Ward Creek) would not realize a benefit through the implementation of any of
the action alternatives (measurement indicators chapter 2). There would be no estimated reduction in
sediment in these two watersheds based on route closure, decommissioning, or storage, or culvert or
stream crossing restoration. Alternatives 3 and 4, however, do propose to decommission several miles
of roads in the upland areas of the headwaters of Ward Creek resulting in an overall watershed benefit
not captured in this analysis. In Washington Creek HUC, there is limited road decommissioning or
storage opportunities on NFS roads, and the impairments on Washington Creek within the NFS lands
are related to mining activities.

Programmatic Forest Plan Amendment for Management Areas N1 (Granite Butte
proposed research natural area) and R1 (Nevada Mountain)

Implementing the action alternatives would also require a programmatic plan amendment for the N1
and R1 management areas (R1 not required in alternative 3, see chapter 2) to allow continued use of
trails in these areas. This is described in detail in the FEIS. The plan amendment is a programmatic
action and does not authorize site-specific activities and therefore has no impact to the hydrologic
resource. The routes affected by the programmatic amendment are existing routes and were
incorporated into this analysis.
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Programmatic Forest Plan Big Game Security Amendment

Implementing any action alternative for this project would require a programmatic Helena National
Forest Plan amendment for the planning area regarding the standard for big game security index as
described in Chapter 2. This proposed amendment would not impact the hydrologic resource in a
measurable way because managing road closures in the fall months, while decreasing traffic on those
roads, would not remove those roads from the system, nor would it reduce the number of stream
crossings associated with those roads. Simply changing the date of closure would not impact any of
the measurement indicators associated with water quality or the hydrologic resource.
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Table 26. Partial estimates of current average sediment delivery and predicted reduction in sediment delivery by action alternative due to proposed
road decommissioning and proposed stream crossing restoration on storage roads by alternative

Modeled Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
odele
Sediment
(tEﬁ!erergr) Rgi‘é?;zztm Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in
Drainage Deliver Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery
(tons/yegr) (percent) (tons/year) (percent) (tons/year) (percent)
Existing
(Alternative Decom Storage Decom  Storage Decom Storage Decom Storage Decom Storage Decom  Storage
1)
Agf;{(a 2.9 0 0.08 0% 3% 0 0.08 0% 3% 0 0.08 0% 3%
Eg:eri‘éir 8.3 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%
Blackfoot
Aanz:/c?:da 30.6 0 0.03 0% 0% 0.02 0.00 0% 0% 0.02 0.00 0% 0%
Creek
Blackfoot
River- 0.4 0 0 0% 0% 0.32 0 84% 0% 0.32 0 84% 0%
Lincoln
Blackfoot
\'fv'l‘l’l‘;;v 2.4 0 0.65 0% 27% 0 0.65 0% 27% 0 0.65 0% 27%
Creek
%ﬁﬂ? 0.7 0 0.03 0% 5% 0 0.03 0% 5% 0 0.03 0% 5%
%‘Z‘Zﬁr 55.2 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 1.89 0 3% 0%
'?:Org‘é? 20.1 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%
Hg:gzllig 0.3 0.29 0 100% 0% 0.29 0 100% 0% 0.29 0 100% 0%
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Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Modeled
Sediment
(tgﬁls')/yegr) Rgi‘é?rtrllc;?]tm Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in
Drainage Deliver Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery
(tons/yegr) (percent) (tons/year) (percent) (tons/year) (percent)
Existing
(Alternative Decom Storage Decom Storage Decom Storage Decom  Storage Decom Storage Decom  Storage
1)
Jecﬁr‘zr;f” 17.2 0 0 0% 0% 0.06 0 0% 0% 0.06 0 0% 0%
Kegfegfo' 6.8 0 0 0% 0% 0.01 1.71 0% 25% 0.01 1.71 0% 25%
"(':r;gg'lf 3.8 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%
Little Prickly
Pear
Creek- 3.6 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%
Marsh
Creek
LovéfgeAi'ce 0.1 0 0.002 0% 4% 0.06 0 100% 0% 0.06 0 100% 0%
Lower
Nevada 1.1 0 0.00 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0.01 0% 1%
Creek
Middle
Nevada 2.5 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%
Creek
Nevada
Creek 0.1 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0.04 0% 64%
Headwaters
P%‘;ggl"z‘” 13.1 0 1.10 0% 8% 0 1.10 0% 8% 0.01 1.10 0% 8%
Rock Creek 0.2 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%
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Modeled Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
odele
Sediment
(tgﬁls')/yegr) Rgi‘é?rtrllc;?]tm Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in Reduction in
Drainage Deliver Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery  Sediment Delivery
(tons/yegr) (percent) (tons/year) (percent) (tons/year) (percent)
Existing
(Alternative Decom Storage Decom Storage Decom Storage Decom  Storage Decom Storage Decom  Storage
1)
Sauerkraut
Creek 11.4 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%
Upg‘fégk“ce 0.4 0.17 0 45% 0% 0.17 45% 0% 0.17 0 45% 0%
Vc"r%';'(a 93.6 0 0.45 0% 0% 1.41 0.04 2% 0% 1.43 0 2% 0%
chr'g‘;"lf 10.9 0 0 0% 0% 0.01 0% 0% 0.01 0 0% 0%
Totals 285.4 0.5 2.3 -- -- 2.4 3.6 -- -- 4.3 3.6 -- --

Gray shading indicates 6™ -HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment by the Montana DEQ
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Table 27. Miles of road within 150 feet of a stream channel that would be decommissioned, by alternative
and 6" -HUC watershed

6" -HUC Code 6"-HUC Name Alterr11ative Altergative Altergative Alterzative
170102030309 | Arrastra Creek 0 0 0.1 0.1
170102030303 | Beaver Creek 0 0 0.2 0.2
170102030202 | 2lackloot River-Anaconda 0 0 4.6 4.6
170102030206 (E;Iraecelﬂ‘oot River-Hardscrabble 0 0 0 0
170102030308 | Blackfoot River-Lincoln 0 0 1.9 1.9
170102030310 | grackioot River-Little Moose 0 0 0.9 0.9
170102030201 | Blackfoot River-Willow Creek 0 2.2 2.2
170102030405 | Buffalo Gulch 0 0 0
170102030103 | Copper Creek 0 0.1 0.1
170102030205 | Hogum Creek 0 2.7 0.7 0.7
170102030301 | Humbug Creek 0 0.0 2.7 2.7
170102030404 | Jefferson Creek 0 0.2 0.2
170102030304 | Keep Cool Creek 0 1.2 1.3
170102030305 | Lincoln Creek 0 1.1 1.2
100301011803 Hg‘r‘zf Ei;ggkpear Creek- 0 0 0.1 0.1
170102030204 | Lower Alice Creek 0 0 5.0 4.9
100301011807 | Lower Canyon Creek 0 0 0.2 0.2
170102030104 | Lower Landers Fork 0 0 0 0
170102030415 | Lower Nevada Creek 0 0 1.0 1.0
100301011903 | Lyong Creek 0 0

100301020203 | Middle Fork Dearborn River 0 0

170102030407 | Middle Nevada Creek 0 0 0.6 0.6
170102030401 | Nevada Creek Headwaters 0 0 0 0
170102030302 | Poorman Creek 0 0 3.6 3.7
170102030703 | Rock Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030307 | Sauerkraut Creek 0 0.2 0.2 0.2
170102030203 | Upper Alice Creek 0 0.3 0.3 0.3
100301011805 | Upper Canyon Creek 0 0 4.3 4.3
100301020401 gﬁlg‘)jr South Fork Dearborn 0 o . 0
100301011804 | Virginia Creek 0 0 1.4 29
170102030704 | Ward Creek 0 0

170102030403 | Washington Creek 0 0

170102030306 | Willow Creek 0 0 0.4 0.4
100301011905 | Wolf Creek 0 0 0 0
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6" -HUC Code 6"-HUC Name Alterr11at|ve AItergatlve Altergatlve Alterzatlve
Total 0 3.2 33.8 35.5

Shading indicates 6th-HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment by the Montana DEQ

Table 28. Number of stream crossings to be decommissioned and restored by alternative, by 6" -HUC.

Number of Stream Crossings
6" -HUC Code 6" -HUC Name Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
1 2 3 4

170102030309 | Arrastra Creek 1
170102030303 | Beaver Creek 1
170102030202 E'rae%'ﬂom River-Anaconda 0 0 16 16
170102030206 | paciootRver: 0 0 0 0
170102030308 | Blackfoot River-Lincoln 0 0 5 5
170102030310 (E;Iraecelﬂoot River-Little Moose 0 0 4 4
170102030201 | g aofoot River-Willow 0 0 7 7
170102030405 | Buffalo Guich 0 0
170102030103 | Copper Creek 0

170102030205 | Hogum Creek 0 5
170102030301 | Humbug Creek 0 12 12 12
170102030404 | Jefferson Creek 0 1 1
170102030304 | Keep Cool Creek 0

170102030305 | Lincoln Creek 0 2 3
100301011803 | Hil® Prckly Pear Creek- 0 0 0 0
170102030204 | Lower Alice Creek 0 0 21 20
100301011807 | Lower Canyon Creek 0 0 1 1
170102030104 | Lower Landers Fork 0 0 0 0
170102030415 | Lower Nevada Creek 0 0 2 2
100301011903 | Lyong Creek 0 0 0 0
100301020203 | Middle Fork Dearborn River 0 0 0 0
170102030407 | Middle Nevada Creek 0 0 2 2
170102030401 | Nevada Creek Headwaters 0 0 0 0
170102030302 | Poorman Creek 0 0 14 13
170102030703 | Rock Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030307 | Sauerkraut Creek 0 2 2 2
170102030203 | Upper Alice Creek 0 3 3 3
100301011805 | Upper Canyon Creek 0 0 7 7
100301020401 léﬁ/pé?r South Fork Dearborn 0 0 3 3
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Number of Stream Crossings
6" -HUC Code 6" -HUC Name Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
1 2 3 4

100301011804 | Virginia Creek 0 0 8 11
170102030704 | Ward Creek 0 0 0
170102030403 | Washington Creek 0 0 0
170102030306 | Willow Creek 0 0 3
100301011905 | Wolf Creek 0 0 0

Totals 0 17 128 131

Gray shading indicates 6th-HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment by the Montana DEQ

Table 29. Number of potential culverts that would be removed, and stream crossings to be restored on
storage roads

6" -HUC 6" _HUC Name Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
1 2 3 4
170102030309 Arrastra Creek
170102030303 Beaver Creek 0
170102030202 Blackfoot River-Anaconda 0 9 5 5
Creek
Blackfoot River-Hardscrabble
170102030206 Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030308 Blackfoot River-Lincoln 0 2 0 0
Blackfoot River-Little Moose
170102030310 Creek 0 3 0 0
170102030201 Blackfoot River-Willow Creek 0 4 3 3
170102030405 Buffalo Gulch 0 2 2 2
170102030103 Copper Creek 0 1 0 0
170102030205 Hogum Creek 0 1 0 0
170102030301 Humbug Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030404 Jefferson Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030304 Keep Cool Creek 0 3 8 3
170102030305 Lincoln Creek 0 0 0 2
100301011803 Little Prickly Pear Creek- 0 0 0 0
Marsh Creek
170102030204 Lower Alice Creek 0 13 0 0
100301011807 Lower Canyon Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030104 Lower Landers Fork 0 0 0 0
170102030415 Lower Nevada Creek 0 2 0 3
100301011903 Lyong Creek 0 0 0 0
100301020203 Middle Fork Dearborn River 0 0 0 0
170102030407 Middle Nevada Creek 0 4 3 3
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6" -HUC 6" _HUC Name Alterrl1ative Altergative Altergative Alterzative
170102030401 Nevada Creek Headwaters 0 3 3 5
170102030302 Poorman Creek 0 8 8 8
170102030703 Rock Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030307 Sauerkraut Creek 0 0 0 0
170102030203 Upper Alice Creek 0 0 0 0
100301011805 Upper Canyon Creek 0 4 0 0
100301020401 gﬁ,%?r South Fork Dearborn 0 0 0 0
100301011804 Virginia Creek 0 10 6 3
170102030704 Ward Creek 0 0 0
170102030403 Washington Creek 0 0 0
170102030306 Willow Creek 0 2 2
100301011905 Wolf Creek 0 0 0

Totals 0 82 49 49

Gray shading indicates 6th-HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment by the Montana DE
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Table 30. Miles of new motorized route construction or reconstruction within 150-feet of a stream channel and new stream crossings under each

alternative
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Miles of New Miles of New Miles of New Miles of New
6" -HUC 6" -HUC Construction s New Construction # New Construction # New Construction # New
Name or trez;m or Stref_im or Strea_lm or Strea_lm
: Crossings . Crossings . Crossings . Crossings
reconstruction reconstruction reconstruction reconstruction
Blackfoot
170102030202 | Rver- 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.5 0.5
Anaconda
Creek
170102030205 (I-:|ogum 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.2 2 0.2 2
reek
170102030304 | K€ep Cool 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.02 0.02
Creek
170102030305 | -incoln 0.0 0 0.1 1 0.1 1 0.1 1
Creek
170102030204 | LOWer Alice 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0.1
Creek
Totals 0.0 0 0.2 3 0.8 3 0.8 3
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Table 31. Miles of unclassified roads within 150-feet of a stream channel added to the National Forest

System in the form of open routes

6" -HUC 6" -HUC Name Alterrl1ative Alter;ative Altergative Alterzative
170102030309 | Arrastra Creek 0 0.1 0.0 0.0
170102030303 | Beaver Creek 0 0.3 0.1 0.1
170102030202 | Blackfoot River-Anaconda Creek 0 0.3 0.0 0.0
170102030206 | Blackfoot River-Hardscrabble Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030308 | Blackfoot River-Lincoln 0 15 0.0 0.0
170102030310 | Blackfoot River-Little Moose Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030201 | Blackfoot River-Willow Creek 0 1.8 0.0 0.0
170102030405 | Buffalo Gulch 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030103 | Copper Creek 0 0.1 0.0 0.0
170102030205 | Hogum Creek 0 0.6 0.4 0.4
170102030301 | Humbug Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030404 | Jefferson Creek 0 0.4 0.4 0.4
170102030304 | Keep Cool Creek 0 1.2 0.0 0.0
170102030305 | Lincoln Creek 0 1.2 0.1 0.0
100301011803 g:g‘;kpric"'y Pear Creek-Marsh 0 0.1 0.0 0.0
170102030204 | Lower Alice Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100301011807 | Lower Canyon Creek 0 0.2 0.0 0.0
170102030104 | Lower Landers Fork 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030415 | Lower Nevada Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100301011903 | Lyong Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100301020203 | Middle Fork Dearborn River 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030407 | Middle Nevada Creek 0 0.1 0.0 0.0
170102030401 | Nevada Creek Headwaters 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030302 | Poorman Creek 0 2.1 0.0 0.7
170102030703 | Rock Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030307 | Sauerkraut Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030203 | Upper Alice Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100301011805 | Upper Canyon Creek 0 2.2 0.0 0.0
100301020401 | Upper South Fork Dearborn River 0 0.1 0.0 0.0
100301011804 | Virginia Creek 0 0.6 0.0 0.0
170102030704 | Ward Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030403 | Washington Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170102030306 | Willow Creek 0 0.2 0.0 0.0
100301011905 | Wolf Creek 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Totals 0.0 13.1 11 1.7

Gray shading indicates 6th-HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment by the Montana DEQ
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Table 32. Number of stream crossings added to the National Forest System via unclassified routes
summarized by 6"-HUC watershed

6" -HUC

6" -HUC Name

Alternative

1

Alternative

2

Alternative
3

Alternative
4

170102030309

Arrastra Creek

170102030303

Beaver Creek

170102030202

Blackfoot River-Anaconda Creek

170102030206

Blackfoot River-Hardscrabble
Creek

170102030308

Blackfoot River-Lincoln

170102030310

Blackfoot River-Little Moose
Creek

170102030201

Blackfoot River-Willow Creek

170102030405

Buffalo Gulch

170102030103

Copper Creek

170102030205

Hogum Creek

170102030301

Humbug Creek

170102030404

Jefferson Creek

170102030304

Keep Cool Creek

170102030305

Lincoln Creek

O|l0oO|j|0o|0o|O|O|O| O

WO [(N|O| NP |O|O

RP|IO|N|O|NMN|O|O|O

oO|lOoO|N|O|MN|O|O|O

100301011803

Little Prickly Pear Creek-Marsh
Creek

o

o

o

o

170102030204

Lower Alice Creek

100301011807

Lower Canyon Creek

170102030104

Lower Landers Fork

170102030415

Lower Nevada Creek

100301011903

Lyong Creek

100301020203

Middle Fork Dearborn River

170102030407

Middle Nevada Creek

170102030401

Nevada Creek Headwaters

170102030302

Poorman Creek

170102030703

Rock Creek

170102030307

Sauerkraut Creek

170102030203

Upper Alice Creek

100301011805

Upper Canyon Creek

oO|lo(jo|ojo|o|j0o|ojOo|0o|O|O|O

NIOlO|OfN|O(Rr|O|O|O|O | |O

oO|lojlo|ojo|o|jo|o|jo|o|o|o|o

oO|lojo|ofM|O|O|O|jO|O|O|O|O

100301020401

Upper South Fork Dearborn
River

o

BN

o

o

100301011804

Virginia Creek

170102030704

Ward Creek

170102030403

Washington Creek

170102030306

Willow Creek

100301011905

Wolf Creek

oO|N|[O|O|O

oO|o|o|o|o

Totals

oO|jlo|lo|Oo|O|O

38

6

N Oo|lo|jo|Oo | O

Gray shading indicates 6th-HUC watersheds that contain streams listed as impaired by sediment by the Montana DEQ
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Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments

An irretrievable commitment of the action alternatives would be continued sediment delivery to
streams from the existing road network, and continued impact to riparian areas traversed by roads that
remain open as a result of this decision. Another irretrievable commitment to the action alternatives
would be greater difficulty in the future to decommission roads known to have water quality problems
that are designated as open to wheeled traffic for at least part of the year by this decision. While
future closing and decommissioning of any road is not precluded by an “open” classification in this
travel plan, the hurdle to accomplish this would be higher. There are no irreversible commitments
from these alternatives.

Cumulative Effects

Spatial and Temporal Context for Effects Analysis

The spatial scale of analysis is the 6th-field HUC boundaries. This is an appropriate scale for this
analysis given the types of watershed impacts that are associated with road networks (e.g. increased
sediment delivery) are generally discernible at the 6th-HUC scale. The temporal scale of the analysis
for all effects is greater than 5 years, given that the decision to designate a route as either opened or
closed does not necessarily determine whether that route would have a reduced, neutral, or increased
impact on water resources in the short term (less than 5 years).

Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Activities Relevant to Cumulative Effects
Analysis

As discussed previously, the main effect this travel plan influences is the water quality impacts due to
sediment flowing from roads. All action alternatives would reduce the cumulative watershed effects
of road sediment delivery through decommissioning of NFS roads; specifically those that cross or
closely parallel stream networks. The impacts of roads on water quality, as outlined in the Affected
Environment section of this report, would be altered as a direct result of any of the action alternatives.
Furthermore, through this decision all action alternatives would facilitate the decommissioning of
unclassified routes which would also decrease the amount of sediment reaching streams. Under any of
the action alternatives certain parts of the transportation system will remain chronic sources of
sediment, including open and closed roads especially those roads that encroach on the stream or
riparian area. Maintenance activities incorporating BMPs would help to reduce or eliminate those
sediment sources or impacts to stream and riparian areas.

In addition to the impacts of sediment delivery from roads and road impacts on riparian area and
stream form and function, several past and present activities on federal land and lands of other
ownership have affected and continue to affect water quality and yield, and riparian health and vigor
in the cumulative effects analysis area. A detailed list of those past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions are included in appendix D. Only those that are relevant to the hydrologic
resource are discussed in general below.

Past timber harvest has likely caused temporary increases in water yield and sediment delivery,
though these effects generally attenuate over time. In the past, mining has contributed metals and
sediment to stream channels in the watersheds. In some cases, ongoing mining activity continues to
be a chronic source of sediment to streams and riparian degradation. Past pulses of elevated sediment
(e.g. from timber harvest or mining) can remain stored in stream channels (banks, bed, floodplain) for
many years following deposition. Continued grazing in riparian areas and cattle trailing along streams
within grazing allotments would likely continue to contribute elevated sediment levels to streams in
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watersheds with grazing allotments. Thus, some past and ongoing activities have been and continue to
generate elevated sediment delivery, whereas other activities would reduce sediment delivery.

Water yield likely has been and would continue to be affected by large-scale tree mortality in
planning-area watersheds. Large-scale loss of live trees reduces the volume of water removed from a
watershed by transpiration. Increases in water yield could result in higher peak flows than would
otherwise occur—higher flows have the potential to increase stream bank and bed scour. As discussed
above, none of the alternatives would meaningfully affect water yield.

Extensive tree mortality would also affect stream temperature in streams that cross the affected
stands. However, understory vegetation, generally unaffected by insect mortality, would continue to
provide shade. Furthermore, understory and riparian vegetation exposed to increased levels of
sunlight (due to loss of overstory canopy) can expand and provide additional shade (Gravelle & Link,
2007). None of the alternatives would measurably influence stream temperature.

Reasonably foreseeable future activities on federal land and lands of other ownership that could affect
water quality and yield, and riparian health and vigor in the cumulative effects analysis area include
future timber harvest, small-scale mining or failure of old mines, large-scale mine waste cleanup
operations (e.g. Upper Blackfoot Mining Complex Cleanup) continued livestock impacts, roads, and
fire.

Foreseeable timber harvest and prescribed fire activities in the analysis area (e.g. Helmville Face,
Dalton Mountain Forest Restoration and Fuels Reduction Projects or Stonewall Project) on National
Forest System land are not likely to substantially affect water quality or riparian area viability,
assuming compliance with the SMZ Law and strict adherence to forestry BMPs (Montana DNRC,
2008). Timber-sale road improvements (e.g. Stonewall Project) would be expected to reduce sediment
delivery from project-area roads through implementation of road BMPs. The impacts of roads on
water quality, as outlined in the Affected Environment section of this report, would not be altered as a
direct result of the action alternatives. However, the action alternatives lay the groundwork for future
road decommissioning, which would reduce sediment delivery from forest roads. Other activities that
would serve to reduce sediment delivery to streams in project watersheds are planned in the future
within the cumulative effects analysis area. Such activities include watershed improvement projects
(e.g. Stonewall and Sauerkraut Creek Restoration Projects), culvert upgrades, and effectively
implemented allotment management plan (AMP) revisions, among others.

The action alternatives would positively influence stream temperature along and downstream from
segments of stream where roads and crossings are decommissioned and native riparian vegetation
restored. This would be a long-term beneficial effect as vegetation matures, but would be difficult to
guantify.

Conclusions

Alternative 1 — No Action

Currently, full attainment of all beneficial uses in streams is not being met in several of the 6" -HUC
watersheds within the travel planning area. In some of these impaired streams, beneficial uses are
compromised due, at least in part, to land-use activities on lands of other ownerships. Under the no-
action alternative, full attainment of all beneficial uses would still not be met in these watersheds.
Although effects of forest roads and other management practices in place before April 1993 are
exempt from this standard (MCA 75-5-317), in some cases, existing activities (e.g., forest roads) on
the HNF managed portions of these watersheds might not meet the state requirement that “all
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reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been applied” (ARM 17.30.602) to
minimize pollution. Exemption notwithstanding, many of these roads could be considered to “cause
excessive water pollution” (HNF Forest Plan, 11/25) and should thus be “corrected where feasible”
(ibid.), or stand in violation of the Forest Plan. Finally, watershed improvements such as road
decommissioning cannot move forward in the absence of a travel plan decision. With these matters
considered, of the four alternatives, alternative 1 offers the fewest opportunities to reduce the impact
of the Helena National Forest transportation system on water quality and riparian conditions.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 contain specific road closure measures and all would reduce the miles of
designated National Forest System roads in the planning area. Each alternative to varying degrees,
proposes road storage and decommissioning which would improve watershed conditions and reduce
sediment delivery to streams. The action alternatives would somewhat alleviate current water quality
problems in the planning area through planned road decommissioning with implementation of the
decision. In addition, the action alternatives would facilitate the decommissioning of unclassified
roads, several of which are water-resource concerns. In contrast to the no-action alternative, the action
alternatives represent substantial watershed improvements, and are consistent with the Forest Plan
direction on the maintenance of acceptable water quality in forest streams. Furthermore, the
implementation of this plan would move the Forest toward meeting the Blackfoot Headwaters and the
Nevada Creek TMDL sediment reduction goals.

Implementation of alternatives 3 or 4 would have the greatest benefit to hydrologic condition in
watersheds with streams listed for sediment impairment on the Montana 303(d) list (table 32). By the
standards presented in this report, two watersheds would not realize a benefit through the
implementation of any of the action alternatives: Washington Creek and Ward Creek. In Ward Creek,
under alternatives 3 and 4 there are several miles of roads that would be decommissioned in the
upland areas of the headwaters of Ward Creek; there are no miles of road decommissioning in
alternative 2. There is very limited opportunities for road decommissioning or road storage in Ward
Creek watershed due to the land ownership, the majority of the roads in the watershed are on
privately held lands. The overall Ward Creek watershed would benefit from the upland roads being
decommissioned. In Washington Creek HUC, there is limited road decommissioning or storage
opportunities on Forest System roads due to land ownership, and the impairments on Washington
Creek within National Forest System lands are related to mining activities in that drainage.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would permit wheeled motorized use within 300-feet of a road or trail, as
described in chapter 2. Implementation of any of the action alternatives would provide for the
monitoring and enforcement of the provisions for resource protection and would ensure that adverse
impacts are minimized, as described in chapter 2:

e Creating any new permanent routes
e Damaging existing vegetation, soil, or water resource
e Crossing streams, riparian or wet areas

Monitoring and enforcement of the provisions for resource protection is particularly important to the
hydrologic resource. It is difficult to quantify the positive impact these restrictions would have on the
hydrologic resource. Many dispersed sites are located adjacent to or provide access to lakes and rivers
and lack the design features found at developed sites to mitigate negative impacts of use. As a result,
the impacts of dispersed recreation use on soils, water quality, and riparian resources can be greater
than impacts at developed sites. Nonpoint source pollution from dispersed recreation includes human
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and animal wastes, petroleum products and other hazardous substances, streambank disturbance,
stream channel alteration, and sediment eroded from the site. Chapter 2 includes non-discretionary
project design features that would be implemented for the action alternatives. These minimization
criteria (as spelled out in Chapter 2) would apply to existing dispersed recreation sites, and therefore
the effect to water resources would not differ among alternatives and would ensure that adverse
effects to water resources from dispersed use would be minimized.

Implementing any action alternative for this project would require a programmatic Helena National
Forest Plan amendment for the project area regarding the standard for big game security index as
described in chapter 2. This proposed amendment would not impact the hydrologic resource in a
measurable way because managing road closures in the fall months, while decreasing traffic on those
roads, would not remove those roads from the system, nor would it reduce the number of stream
crossings associated with those roads. Simply changing the date of closure would not impact any of
the measurement indicators associated with water quality or the hydrologic resource.

Implementing any action alternative would also require a programmatic plan amendment for the R1
and N1 management areas to allow continued use of trails in these areas. This is described in detail in
chapter 2. The plan amendment is a programmatic action and does not authorize site-specific
activities and therefore has no impact to the hydrologic resource. The routes affected by the
programmatic amendment are existing routes and the impacts to the hydrologic resource, if any, have
been analyzed in this report by the measurement indicators

For more details on compliance with the Forest Plan, see appendix A and for more details on
compliance with other regulations and policy, see the Hydrology Report (Coleman 2014) in the
project record.
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Table 33. Comparison of the alternatives and the measurement indicators for watersheds containing sediment impaired streams

Number of .
potential Moqleled Miles of new Number of miles Number of
sediment route I
. culverts to be . ; of routes within stream
th Road miles to be Number of stream delivery construction or .
6" -HUC d issioned : b removed, and duction f . 150 feet of crossings
Watershed ecommissione Crossings t.o e stream reduction for r.ec.onstructlon streams added added to the
within 150 feet of decommissioned : closed or within 150-feet of .
Name crossings to - to the system system via
streams and restored partially a stream channel . . e
be restored via unclassified unclassified
closed roads | and new stream
on storage . (UC) routes (UC) routes.
(tonsl/year) crossings
roads
Alternative 2 3&4 2 3&4 2 3&4 2 3&4 2 3&4 2 3&4 2 3&4
Arrastra Creek 0 0.1 0 1 4 3 (Alt3) 0.08 0.08 0 0 0.1 0 1 0
4 (Alt 4)
Blackfoot River-
Hardscrabble 0 0.2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.0 0 0 0
Creek
Blackfoot River-
Little Moose 0 2.2 0 7 3 0 0 0 0 0| 0.0 0 0 0
Creek
Blackfoot River- 0 27 12 12| 4 3| 065| 065 0 o| 18 o| s 0
Willow Creek
14 (Alt3)
Buffalo Gulch 0 3.7 0 13 (Alt4) 2 2 0 0 0 0| 0.0 0 0 0
Humbug Creek 0.0 0 0| 0.29 0.29 0.0
Jefferson Creek 0.0 0 0 0 0.06 0| 0.4 0.4 2
Nevada Creek 3 (Alt 3)
Headwaters 0 0.0 0 0 3 5 (Alt 4) 0 0 0 0| 0.0 0 0 0
0 (Alt3) 0 (Alt3)
Poorman Creek 0 0.2 0 1 8 8 1.1 1.11 0 0 2.1 0.7 (Altd) 7 2 (Altd)
Ward Creek 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.0 0 0 0
Washington
Creek 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.0 0 0 0
Totals 0 9 12.0 36 -35 24 19-22 | 2.12 2.19 0 0| 44 04-1.1 15 2-4
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Table 34 highlights the water quality improvement measurement indicators by alternative.
Implementation of alternative 4 would result in the greatest improvement to the hydrologic resource
through the reduction of sediment in the travel planning area, when compared to alternatives 1, 2 or 3,
and would go the furthest in meeting Forest Plan direction for watershed management and water
quality.

Table 34. Summary table comparing alternatives

Existing
Condition
. (Total in Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
Comparison Value
Travel 1 2 3 4
Planning
Area)
180.6 miles of
Road miles to be decommissioned road within
within 150 feet of streams 150 feet of 0 32 338 355
streams
Number _of stream crossings to be 0 17 128 131
decommissioned and restored
- 585 stream
Number of potential culverts to be crossings
removed, and stream crossings to be 0 82 49 49
restored on storage roads
Modeled sediment delivery reduction 285 4
for closed or partially closed roads ’ 0 2.8 6 7.9
tons/year
(tons/year)
Miles of new route construction or
reconstruction within 150-feet of a NA 0 0.2 0.8 0.8
stream channel
Number of new stream crossings to
be constructed with new construction NA 0 3 3 3
routes
Number of miles of routes within 150 163 rrTc])'llﬁZSOf
feet of streams added to the System within 150 feet 0 131 11 1.7
via unclassified (UC) routes
of streams
Number of stream crossings added 53 stream
to the System via unclassified (UC) crossings on 0 38 6 7
routes. UC routes
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Aguatic Species and Habitat

Affected Environment

This section presents existing conditions and trends for aquatic resources within the Blackfoot travel
planning area. Information is organized under subsections: fish populations, fish habitat, and western
pearlshell mussel. The first discusses the status and distribution of fish populations inhabiting the
Blackfoot travel planning area; this includes discussions about non-native and native fish populations.
The second subsection provides an overview of fish habitat including land-use activities that
influence trends in stream habitat conditions.

Regulatory Framework

Three government agencies share responsibility for managing aquatic resources. The US Fish and
Wildlife Service is a regulatory agency for federally listed species that seeks to recover these species
in conjunction with other agencies. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP)
have primary responsibility for managing fish populations. Management of fish and amphibian
habitat on National Forest system lands is largely a Forest Service responsibility. All three agencies
cooperate in research and monitoring efforts.

Sensitive species are administratively designated by the Regional Forester and managed under the
authority of the National Forest Management Act. Sensitive species present in the planning area are
westslope cutthroat trout and western pearlshell mussel. The Forest Service is required to protect their
habitat and prevent population declines that would lead to listing under the Endangered Species Act
(FSM 2670). The sensitive species analysis in this document is the biological evaluation as outlined
in the requirements of FSM 2672.42.

In 1999, the Regional Forester signed the "Conservation Agreement and Management Plan for
Westslope Cutthroat Trout in Montana"(MFWP 1999). This conservation agreement has five
objectives, of which the first three are relevant to National Forest system lands. The MOU was
updated in 2008 and the Forest is still committed to the objectives described. The first objective is to
protect all genetically pure populations. The second objective is to protect all populations that are
only slightly introgressed (90 percent pure). The third objective is to recover cutthroat trout in several
large watersheds (at least 50 miles of habitat) across the state.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service listed bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) as a threatened species,
under the Endangered Species Act, in 1998. Critical habitat was designated in 2010 that included
National Forest System lands on the Helena National Forest. Bull trout and Critical Habitat are
known to be present in the Blackfoot River and its tributaries within the planning area. (table 35)
Refer to the biological assessment filed with the Aquatics Report (Reif 2014) in the project file.

Bull Trout Conservation Strategy

The Bull Trout Conservation Strategy for Forest Service (FS) Lands in Western Montana (BTCS)
(USDA Forest Service 2013) was created in response to ongoing bull trout population declines
occurring on and near National Forests in Western Montana, despite efforts to improve habitat quality.
The BTCS summarizes baseline habitat conditions for bull trout populations and identifies habitat
remedies by priority for specific local population and across bull trout Core Areas of Western
Montana. The BTCS was used in this document for preparing the existing condition information and
will be used in the prioritization and implementation of road decommissioning, storage and
maintenance projects from the Blackfoot Travel Plan Decision.
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1976 National Forest Management Act

Under the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), the Forest Service is charged with
maintaining the viability of all existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in a planning
area (36 CFR 219.20). A forest plan must identify “management indicator species” (MIS) that serve
as proxies for fulfilling this NFMA viability requirement. Westslope cutthroat trout is the MIS for
fisheries on the Helena National Forest. The regulations impose a standard by requiring habitat
objectives to be established for maintaining viability of MIS throughout a planning area.

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980

It is the purpose of this act to provide (1) financial and technical assistance to the states for
development and implementation of conservation plans and programs for nongame fish and wildlife;
and (2) to encourage all federal agencies and departments to utilize their statutory and administrative
authority, to the maximum extent practicable, to conserve and promote conservation of nongame fish
and wildlife and their habitats.

Federal Clean Water Act

The goal of the Clean Water Act (CWA of 1972) is to “Restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” An anti-degradation requirement states: “Existing
instream water uses and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses shall be
maintained and protected.” U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulations based on the Federal
Clean Water Act require states to identify watercourses where beneficial uses, such as fish production,
are impaired or threatened by human activity. These waterbodies become known as water quality
limited segments (WQLS), which then become scheduled for Total Maximum Daily Load
identification and development of water quality restoration plans.

Montana Surface Water Quality Standards

In the Administrative Rules of the Montana Water Quality Act (17.30.622(f) —17.30.624(f)), no
increases are allowed above naturally occurring concentrations of sediment or suspended sediment,
settable solids, oils or floating solids detrimental or injurious to public health, recreation, safety,
welfare, livestock, wildlife, birds and fish. The goal is to protect designated beneficial uses and meet
or exceed Montana surface water quality standards.

Helena National Forest Plan

Direction for fisheries management under the Helena National Forest Plan (USDA, Helena National
Forest 1986) emphasizes “maintenance or enhancement” of cold-water habitat and water quality to
meet the needs of fisheries, (Forest Plan pages II-1 and 11-4). The general forest wide standard (pg. I1-
22) states: “Maintain quality water and habitat for fish by coordinating activities and by direct habitat
improvement. “

Fisheries research and investigations focus on the pervasiveness of excessive sediment generated by
human (anthropogenic) activities in mountain watersheds. The major threat to fish is to their
reproductive success and loss of rearing habitat. The ultimate objective for fisheries management is to
promote effective management of sediment inputs to streams to preserve biological productivity. Any
instream work must provide maximum protection of spawning habitat and not impede upstream fish
migration.”

Especially pertinent to travel planning projects are the road standards; pages 11-30, road management
standards on pages 11-30 and 11-31, and road maintenance standards on page 11-32, the Plan states,
“Unacceptable damage to soils, watershed, fish, wildlife, or historical/archaeological sites will be
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mitigated by road restrictions or other road management actions as necessary. Forest specialists
representing soils and watershed shall provide input to the road maintenance planning process to
verify standards, identify rehabilitation needs, and designate roads that should be permanently closed
for resource protection.” Although no standards for sediment were established, the monitoring section
of the Forest Plan called for evaluation of intra-gravel sediment from 30 stream sections annually to
ensure spawning habitat quality is being maintained.

In riparian areas, page 11-35 of the Forest Plan specifies, “wet meadows and wet areas are closed to
OHV use. Construction of roads will avoid stream course encroachment and channelization, including
the avoidance of all riparian areas except to cross them.” In addition, the Plan states, “the Forest will
provide for vegetative cover adjacent to streams to serve as a filter strip for sediment and maintain
optimum water temperatures, as well as provide large debris for long-term instream fish cover and
pooling.” For stream crossings, Plan standards call for stream crossing structure design that allows
free water flow and fish passage.

The Helena Forest Plan was amended on August 30, 1995 by the Inland Native Fish Strategy
(INFISH) (USDA Forest Service 1995). This interim strategy was designed to provide additional
protection for existing populations of native trout, outside the range of anadromous fish, on 22
national forests in the Pacific Northwest, Northern, and Intermountain Regions. Implementing this
strategy was deemed necessary as these species were at risk due to habitat degradation, introduction
of exotic species, loss of migratory forms and overfishing. As part of this strategy, the regional
foresters designated a network of priority watersheds. Priority watersheds are drainages that still
contain excellent habitat or assemblages of native fish, provide for metapopulation objectives, or are
watersheds, which have excellent potential for restoration. On the Helena Forest priority drainages
include Copper Creek/Landers Fork in the Blackfoot drainage. Besides priority drainages, a
secondary tier of bull trout “Special Emphasis Watersheds” were established as a means of identifying
a refugia network of streams that would assist in the protection and recovery of bull trout as specified
under Additional Agency Commitments in the 1998 Biological Opinion for continued Land and
Resource Management Plans (USDI 1998 page 24). On the Helena Forest “special emphasis
watersheds” include Arrastra Creek, Beaver Creek, Moose Creek, Willow Creek, Poorman Creek,
Hogum Creek, Alice Creek, and upper Nevada Creek in the Blackfoot drainage. INFISH buffer
widths (Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, RHCAS) vary by stream category as follows:

e Category 1 - Fish bearing streams, the RHCA width is 300 feet on either side of the stream or
the 100-year floodplain whichever is greater.

o Category 2 - Perennial streams not supporting fish, the RHCA is 150 feet on either side of the
stream.

o Category 3 - Lakes or wetlands greater than one acre, the RHCA is a minimum of 150 feet but
can be larger and extend to the outer limits of riparian vegetation, the extent of seasonally
saturated soil, the extent of highly unstable areas, or the distance equal to the height of one
site-potential tree.

o Category 4 - The planning area is not within INFISH priority drainage, therefore, the
following applies. For seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands less than 1 acre,
landslides and landslide prone areas, the RHCA boundary is one-half site potential tree from
the edges of the stream channel, wetland or landslide, landslide prone area or a 50-foot slope
distance, whichever is greatest.

INFISH also established Riparian Management Objectives (RMQOs) and Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas (RHCASs). RMOs are habitat parameters that describe good fish habitat. Where

144



Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement-Chapter 3-Aquatic Species and Habitat

site-specific data is available, these RMOs can be adjusted to better describe local stream conditions.
These RMOs for stream channel conditions provide the criteria against which attainment or progress
toward attainment of riparian goals is measured. RHCAs are portions of watersheds where riparian
dependent resources receive primary emphasis. The RHCAs are defined for four categories of stream
or water bodies dependent on flow conditions and presence of fish. The RHCAs are areas within
specific management activities are subject to standards and guidelines in INFISH in addition to
existing standards and guidelines in the Helena Forest Plan. Especially pertinent to this travel plan
project are the INFISH standards required for roads; specifically standards for road management RF-2
(c3, c4, ¢5, ¢6, and c7 as well as RF-2d) and RF-3; especially RF3c. These standards are in addition
to and reinforce Forestwide standards discussed for road related activities on pages 11-30 to 11-32 of
the Helena Forest Plan to help ensure risk to native fishes are minimized.

Forest Service Manual

The Forest Service Manual (FSM) contains legal authorities, policies, instructions and guidance
needed in the proper management of aquatic resources. Where other resource activities have potential
to impact fish habitat, FSM 2634 provides for integrating prescriptions during project planning to
help meet fisheries habitat objectives and to mitigate adverse impacts of resource management
activities. After a half-century of rigorous research, fine sediment originating from a broad array of
human activities has been singled out as the principal factor in the degradation of stream fisheries
(Waters 1995, pg. 79). Water quality management shall recognize sediment as the major non-point
pollutant from National Forest System lands and establish guidelines and procedures for preventing
unacceptable resource impacts from introduced sediment (FSM 2542.02).

Federal Permits, Licenses, or Other Entitlements

All required permits would be obtained prior to project implementation. Potentially required permits
include CWA section 404 permit, the Montana Stream Protection Act (SPA) 124 permit as well as the
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 318 (turbidity) permit.

Fish Populations

Salmonid fishes are the predominant species present in streams in the Helena National Forest within
the planning area. Table 35 displays fish species present in various 6th hydrologic unit codes
(HUCs)™.

Numerous fish, both native and nonnative species, are present within the analysis area. Native fish
include westslope cutthroat trout (WCT), bull trout, mountain whitefish, suckers, and several sculpin
species (Cottus). Bull trout are limited to drainages west of the Continental Divide on the Helena
National Forest. Bull Trout are listed as a “threatened species” under the Endangered Species Act and
westslope cutthroat trout are considered a “sensitive species” by the Northern Region of the U.S.
Forest Service and a management indicator species in the Helena National Forest Plan (USDA Forest
Service 1986). Additionally, there are a number of westslope cutthroat trout populations in the
analysis area that have been identified as conservation populations by the Montana Department of
Fish Wildlife and Parks.

Nonnative brook trout, rainbow trout, and brown trout, are present in many streams throughout the
Blackfoot travel planning area, sometimes in conjunction with native species. Of the nonnative

! Fish presence and distribution for individual streams is available on fishery maps in Helena Forest Fishery
Files, Blackfoot Section 7 Bull Trout Watershed Baseline (USDA Forest Service 2010), and in updates based on
various past Helena National Forest project-specific consultation documents with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

S-145



Aquatic Species and Habitat-Chapter 3-Blackfoot Travel Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

salmonids, brook trout are much more prevalent than rainbow or brown trout in streams on National
Forest System land.

Table 35. Salmonid species present and sediment rating** in various 6" field HUCs throughout the
planning area

HUC 6 Name Sediment habitat Indicator Salmonid Species
HUC 6 ID . .
(see figure 6) Rating** Known to be Present
Functioning at risk- 34% in the Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030309 Arrastra Creek North Fork Arrastra, and 30% on brown trout, brook trout,
middle Arrastra bull trout
Functioning at Risk- 27% fines in Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030303 Beaver Creek Beaver Creek 31% Stonewall, brown trout, brook trout,
34% Klondike Cr, Theodore -32% whitefish, bull trout
Blackfoot River- - . Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030202 Anaconda Creek Functioning at Unacceptable Risk brook trout
Blackfoot River- - .
170102030206 Hardscrabble Creek Functioning at Risk Brook trout
170102030308 | Blackfoot River-Lincoln | Functioning at Unacceptable Risk Brook trout
. . Functioning at Risk- 44% Moose Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030310 Blackfoot River-Little Creek, 54% Little Blackfoot 34% brown trout, brook trout,
Moose Creek . . N
in the Blackfoot River whitefish, bull trout
Blackfoot River-Willow Functioning at Unacceptable Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030201 Creek Risk. Willow 31% Sanbar 35% brown trout, brook trout,
Functioning at Risk. Sediment Westslobe cutthroat trout
170102030103 Copper Creek averaging between 24% and 35% pbuII trout ’
between 1986 and 2005
Functioning at Risk. Sediment
averages varying between 24 Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030205 Hogum Creek and 39% from 1986 to 2005. brown trout, brook trout,
Hogum Cr- 31% to 35% averages bull trout, whitefish
between 1988 and 2005
. oo
170102030301 Hamburg Creek Functlonlnfg?nzztsRlsk 28% Westslope cutthroat trout
Functioning at Unacceptable Westslobe cutthroat trout
170102030304 Keep Cool Creek Risk- Keep Cool 47%, Liverpool k‘))rook trout !
43%, Park Creek 45%,
170102030305 Lincoln Creek Functioning at Unacceptable Risk Brook trout
Functioning at Unacceptable Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030204 Lower Alice Creek Risk. Alice 31%, Barlot 43%, brown trout, brook trout,
Toms Gulch 30% whitefish
L . Westslope cutthroat trout,
0,
170102030104 Lower Landers Fork Functioning at Risk. 37% Seven brown trout, brook trout,
Up Pete, 29% Landers (Lower) o
whitefish, bull trout
Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030102 Middle Landers Fork Functioning at Risk brown trout, brook trout,
bull trout whitefish
Functioning at Risk. Sediment Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030302 Poorman Creek averages varying between 24 brown trout, brook trout,
and 39% from 1986 to 2005. bull trout, whitefish
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HUC 6 Name Sediment habitat Indicator Salmonid Species
HUC 6 ID . .
(see figure 6) Rating** Known to be Present
170102030307 Sauerkraut Creek Funct|9n|ng Appropriately- fine Westslope cutthroat trout,
sediment average of 19% brook trout, bull trout
170102030203 Upper Alice Creek Functioning at Unacceptable Risk Westslope cutthroat trout,
brook trout
Functioning at Unacceptable
. Risk—35% in the East Fk of Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030306 Willow Creek Willow and 37% in the West Fk brook trout
of Willow Cr
170102030703 Rock Creek Functioning at Unacceptable Risk Westslope cutthroat trout,
brook trout
170102030704 Ward Creek Functioning at unacceptable risk Brook trout
Functioning at unacceptable risk. Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030405 Buffalo Gulch Clear Creek-44%, Buffalo 26%, brown trout, brook trout,
Sheldon Cr- 43% rainbow trout
Functioning at unacceptable risk. Westslope cutthroat trout
170102030404 Jefferson Creek 29% Madison Cr, and 47% in P "
brook trout,
Jefferson Creek
Functioning at unacceptable risk. Bull trout, WCT, brown
170102030415 Lower Nevada Creek Wasson Creek at 36% trout, brook trout, whitefish
Functioning at unacceptable risk. Westslope cutthroat trout
0, i 0, 7
170102030407 Middle Nevada Creek Degr Cr 30%, Chicken Cree_k 32%, brown trout, brook trout,
Wilson Creek 28%, and Chimney whitefish
Creek 47%
Nevada Creek Functioning at unacceptable risk. Westslope cutthroat trout,
170102030401 Clear Creek-44%, Buffalo 26%, brown trout, brook trout,
Headwaters .
Sheldon Cr- 43% rainbow trout
Functioning at unacceptable risk Westslobe cutthroat trout
170102030403 Washington Creek lower reaches of Washington P !
. brook trout
with 34%
100301020201 Green Creek Functioning at Risk based on Rainbow and brook trout
visual estimates
100301020203 Middle Fork Dearborn Functlo.nmg at F?|5k based on Rainbow and brook trout
River visual estimates
100301020401 Upper South Fork Functioning at Risk based on Rainbow and brook trout
Dearborn River visual estimates
High sediment measured at over Extensively hybridized
Little Prickle Pear 40% in Marsh Creek Functioning westslope cutthroat trout,
100301011803 Creek-Marsh Creek at Unacceptable Risk. Little brook trout, brown trout,
Prickly Pear Cr -34% rainbow trout
Functioning at Unacceptable Westslope cutthroat trout,
100301011807 Lower Canyon Creek . g P brook trout, rainbow trout,
Risk. Canyon Creek- 42%
brown trout
Functioning at Unacceptable Westslope cutthroat trout,
100301011805 Upper Canyon Creek Risk. Trout 42%, Rooster Bill 26% brook trout, rainbow trout
S Functioning at Unacceptable Westslope cutthroat trout,
100301011804 Virginia Creek Risk. Trout 42%, Rooster Bill 26% brook trout, rainbow trout

**(FA= Functioning appropriately, FAR= Functioning at Risk, and FUR= Functioning at Unacceptable Risk). Includes percent of
fine sediment less than ¥4 inch in spawning gravels. Sediment ratings are described in FWS Matrix of Diagnostic Indicators and
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Pathways (USDI 1998). Ratings assigned to 6th code HUCs were derived from field observations and sometimes quantitatively
measured levels of sediment in stream substrates. The ratings in the table below above for streams in the Columbia River
Basin are from the watershed baselines (USDA 2000a and USDA 2000b). Note: not all species are present in every stream
within a specific 6th code.

Native species under the category of “threatened, endangered, or sensitive” (TES) species status
include westslope cutthroat trout (WCT) and bull trout. In addition, an invertebrate species, western
pearlshell mussel has also been added to the U.S. Forest Service Northern Region list of aquatic
sensitive species. Further discussion about sensitive WCT and listed bull trout including the western
pearlshell mussel follows under separate sections addressing each species.

Westslope Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi) — Forest Service Sensitive

Status Overview

Westslope cutthroat trout is Montana’s state fish and one of several distinct interior subspecies of
cutthroat trout (Behnke 1992, pp. 2-5). Currently westslope cutthroat trout are referred to as a Species
of Concern by the State of Montana, a Special Status Species by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), and a Sensitive Species by the Northern Region of the Forest Service. On the Helena
National Forest, westslope cutthroat trout have been identified as the fish “management indicator
species.” Factors associated with declines in WCT that lead up to these special categories include
introductions of non-native fish, habitat loss or degradation, and over-exploitation (Hanzel 1959,
Liknes and Graham 1988, Behnke 1992, Mcintyre and Rieman 1995).

In May 1997, the Fish and Wildlife Service was petitioned to list westslope cutthroat trout as
“threatened” under the Endangered Species Act. In 2000, several environmental groups brought suit
to compel the Fish and Wildlife Service to issue its final determination to the species’ listing. After
the Fish and Wildlife Service determined listing WCT was “not warranted” at that time, plaintiffs
later filed suit claiming the Fish and Wildlife Service failed to reconcile its recognition of
hybridization as a threat to WCT viability. Subsequently, the FWS initiated a new comprehensive
status review for WCT in 2002 and determined, based on best scientific information available, that
introgressed WCT with less than 20 percent of their genes derived from another taxon would still
conform morphologically to the taxonomic description of WCT. After considering evidence
supporting its morphology-based approach to classifying WCT populations (including wide WCT
distribution, habitat available on public lands, and state and federal conservation efforts underway),
the District Court for the District of Columbia in its Memorandum Opinion concluded in March, 2007
in favor of the Reconsidered Listing Determination from the Fish and Wildlife Service that westslope
cutthroat trout is not warranted for listing at this time.

The WCT status assessment by Shepard et al. (2003) estimates that of the 39 percent of historical
habitat WCT currently occupy in Montana, the decline of the WCT subspecies is most pronounced
east of the Continental Divide. East of the Divide, genetically pure WCT populations occupy less than
5 percent of their historical habitat (Shepard et al. 2003, pp. 87-90), and most of those populations
have been restricted to headwater streams primarily above barriers. Consistent with this figure for
WOCT east of the Divide, WCT in the Upper Missouri sub-basin side of the Continental Divide travel
area account for only 5.5 percent of the fish bearing habitat. These isolated resident WCT populations
(isolates) are considered extremely important to the conservation and restoration of WCT in Montana.

Management and conservation actions undertaken on behalf of WCT in Montana include: more
restrictive fishing regulations; accelerated WCT surveys and inventories; non-lethal genetic testing
protocols; development of captive brood stocks for stocking/recovery programs; education programs;
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and stepped-up compliance with water and habitat protection laws, policies and guidelines; non-
native species removals; and habitat improvement. These efforts culminated in a formalized Montana
memorandum of understanding (MOU) and conservation agreement for WCT (MFWP 1999) co-
signed by nine government agencies and conservation groups including the U.S. Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management. That initial MOU/Conservation Agreement was a five-year agreement,
which expired in 2005, and has been superseded by the 2007 MOU/Conservation Agreement (MFWP
2007) to expedite conservation measures for WCT and Yellowstone cutthroat trout throughout their
respective historical ranges in Montana.

One outcome of the latest WCT status review and MOU/Conservation Agreement is the designation
of three categories of cutthroat trout populations:

o Core populations — Cutthroat populations having no evidence of hybridization (i.e. genetically
pure) that can serve as donors for restoration efforts.

e Conservation populations — Populations that include all the “core” populations as described
above plus those that have unique ecological and behavioral traits of the subspecies. Introgressed
conservation populations will typically be less than 10 percent introgressed.

o Sportfish populations — Wild or hatchery-sustained cutthroat populations that are managed
especially for the benefit of recreational fisheries. Some wild sportfish populations may have
conservation value.

Distribution

All conservation populations of WCT merit additional management emphasis on preserving them
(Shepard et al. 2003 p. 8). Conservation coordination focuses on species management with the
Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) as the lead agency, and habitat management on NFS/BLM
lands with land management agencies taking lead responsibility. Regional/sub-basin scale
conservation plans developed by MFWP in cooperation with land management agencies will identify
management needs of WCT conservation populations required to accomplish the conservation and
restoration objectives outlined in the 2007 WCT MOU/Conservation Agreement across each 4" field
HUC or sub-basin.

Within the planning area, WCT are found in the Blackfoot River and portions of the Upper Missouri
River 4th code hydrologic unit. The Upper Missouri HUCs include: the Middle and South Fork of
the Dearborn, North and South Forks of Little Prickly Pear Creek, Marsh and North Marsh Creek
drainages, Virginia Creek drainage, and the Canyon Creek drainage (table 35).

Distribution of westslope cutthroat trout within these 4™ code hydrologic units extends into a number
of streams on the Helena National Forest with many more streams supporting WCT west of the
Continental Divide than east of the Divide. Although the Dearborn River supports WCT in its
headwaters on the Lewis and Clark Forest, there are no known WCT on Helena Forest streams within
the Dearborn 4™ field HUC. The WCT distribution information is detailed on 4™ field hydrologic unit
maps available through the Helena Forest Supervisors Office Fishery Files and the Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. Many of the streams on the Helena Forest that support WCT,
are small with many young-of-the-year and yearling WCT found in streams less than 18 inches in
width.

Habitat Relations

Waters inhabited by WCT generally are cold and nutrient poor. Growth varies widely, but is probably
strongly influenced by habitat productivity. Generally growth is higher for migrant forms that spend
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some period of time in larger rivers (fluvial) or lakes (adfluvial). Although WCT can be found
throughout large river basins spawning and early rearing generally occurs in headwater streams.
Spawning habitat has been characterized as gravel substrates ranging in size from 2mm to 75mm,
mean water depths ranging from 17cm to 20cm, and mean velocities of 0.3 to 0.4 m/sec.

Substrate composition is believed to strongly influence survival. Highly embedded substrates may be
particularly harmful to juveniles that typically over-winter between spaces in stream cobbles and
rubble. Evidence for the negative influence of fine sediment is widespread and, in general, increased
sediment in substrates must be viewed as an increased risk for any WCT population.

Westslope cutthroat trout micro-habitats are associated with velocities ranging 0.1 to 0.3 m/s. WCT
less than 100mm in length are generally found in pools and runs while larger cutthroat trout are found
in pools. Generally stream reaches with numerous pools support the highest densities of fish. Habitats
that provide some form of cover also seem to be preferred. In winter, small fish tend to use areas
where cover is provided by the interstitial spaces in the stream substrates. Larger fish congregate in
pools during the winter.

The Aquatic Species and Habitat Report (Rief 2014) in the project record provides more detailed
information on this species, including general life history characteristics and biotic interactions.

Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) - Threatened

Status Overview

On June 10, 1998, bull trout were listed as a “Threatened Species” within the Columbia River Basin

by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Section 7(a) (2) of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, requires all federal agencies to review actions authorized, funded, or
carried out by them to ensure such actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species.

The distribution of bull trout is limited to drainages west of the Continental Divide on the Helena
National Forest with the strongest populations present in the Blackfoot River drainage. Table 35
above shows the 6" field HUCs with the streams known to support bull trout.

Under INFISH (USDA Forest Service 1995) priority drainages for bull trout were established. On the
Helena National Forest, priority drainages include Copper Creek/Landers Fork in the Blackfoot
drainage. Besides priority drainages, a secondary tier of bull trout “Special Emphasis Watersheds”
were established as a means of identifying a refugia network of streams that would assist in the
protection and recovery of bull trout as specified under Additional Agency Commitments in the 1998
Biological Opinion for continued Land and Resource Management Plans (USDI Fish and Wildlife
Service 1998 p. 24). On the Helena National Forest “special emphasis watersheds” include Arrastra
Creek, Beaver Creek, Moose Creek, Willow Creek, Poorman Creek, Hogum Creek, Alice Creek, and
upper Nevada Creek in the Blackfoot drainage.

In the 2010 Final Rule on Bull Trout Critical Habitat, the USFWS classified the Blackfoot River, and
its tributaries, Poorman Creek, and Copper Creek as bull trout critical habitat.

A Draft Bull Trout Recovery Plan, completed in 2005, has not yet been finalized, as well as, the U.S.
Forest Service’s Draft Bull Trout Conservation Strategy. Under the Draft Bull Trout Recovery Plan,
bull trout within various drainages are organized by “core populations” with local populations
included within those core populations. The following section discusses the core and local
populations pertinent to the Blackfoot travel planning area. Much of the information on the core
populations below is based on local biologists’ knowledge and familiarity with local conditions.
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The Conservation Strategy for Bull Trout on USFS Lands in Western Montana (USDA Forest Service
2013) is intended to support the draft USFWS Bull Trout Recovery Plan for the Montana portion of
the proposed Columbia Headwaters Recovery Unit- a unit that includes all of western Montana’s bull
trout waters west of the Continental Divide and portions of northern Idaho (Coeur d’Alene, Pend
Oreille and Priest). The BTCS helps clarify bull trout conservation needs by identifying the most
important areas and treatments that are expected to provide the greatest benefit to bull trout on FS
lands. Recommended actions in the BTCS are expected to improve habitat conditions that contribute
to bull trout conservation and recovery within the Columbia Headwaters Recovery Unit.

Bull trout in the Blackfoot River are included as a core population in the Draft Bull Trout Recovery
Plan (2005). There are several local populations identified within the Blackfoot Core Bull Trout
Population; including the North Fork of the Blackfoot River, Monture Creek, Landers Fork/Copper
Creek, Cottonwood Creek, Belmont Creek, and Gold Creeks. There are a number of other streams
throughout the project area on the Helena Forest that are known to support bull trout, but are not
identified as local populations in the Draft Recovery Plan. Examples include, but are not limited to
Beaver Creek, Arrastra Creek, Poorman Creek, South Fork Poorman Creek, Sauerkraut Creek, Dry
Creek, and Nevada Creek. Of these watersheds, Poorman Creek, Arrastra Creek, Beaver Creek, and
the upper reaches of Nevada Creek on the Forest were identified as “Special Emphasis Watersheds”
as required by USDA and USDI 1999. Having these emphasis watersheds was an additional means
of identifying a refugia network of streams to assist in the protection and recovery of bull trout and
identified under additional agency commitments in the 1998 Biological Opinion (USDI 1998 page
24).

A biological assessment that discusses effects to bull trout and critical habitat has been prepared and
filed with the Aquatic Habitat and Species Report (Rief 2014) in the project file. Consultation with
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service on the predicted impacts of this project on bull trout is
currently underway, based on the information provided in the biological assessment.

Distribution

Based on redd counts and limited electro-fishing efforts, it is likely there are somewhere between 400
to 500 adult bull trout between the 6 local populations. Additional adult bull trout are in numerous
other streams throughout the core population area, and in some of the designated INFISH Priority
Watersheds and Special Emphasis Watersheds, as well as, in undesignated streams. The overall
number of bull trout adults included in all streams throughout the Blackfoot drainage is probably less
than 800 when combined with the adults in the local populations. Recent redd surveys suggest that
four of the five Local Populations are declining somewhat while the Copper/Landers population is
improving (USDA Forest Service 2010).

General Habitat Requirements for Bull Trout

Bull trout may suffer from some competition with brown trout and predation in the main stem
Blackfoot River although there is no field documentation of this hypothesis. Both species occupy
some of the same habitat and eat some of the same foods and both species are highly piscivorous.
Consequently, the hypothesis seems reasonable. With temperatures rising in the main stem Blackfoot
River, based on information collected by FWP over the last 10 years (Pierce et al. 2008, pp. 32 and
33), brown trout may be gaining some competitive edge over bull trout.

Interactions of bull trout with brook trout occur mostly in tributary streams rather than the main stem
Blackfoot River. Brook trout are present in some of the local bull trout populations and many of the
other streams in the Blackfoot River drainage so there is some additional threat of decreased bull trout
production due to hybridization.
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The Aquatic Habitat and Species Report (Rief 2014) in the project record provides more detailed
information on this species, including more detail about habitat requirements.

Western Pearlshell Mussel (Margaritifera falcata) — Forest Service Sensitive

Status Overview

The Western pearlshell mussel has been listed as a Tier | invertebrate species of greatest conservation
need during completion of the 2005 Montana Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Strategy. Subsequently, the Montana Natural Heritage Program launched a comprehensive survey
plan in 2007 to determine the distribution and population viability of all three mussel species native to
Montana, including the western pearlshell mussel. A report documenting populations of these
freshwater mussels was completed in 2010 by Stagliano (2010). Information in this segment is based
primarily on findings from Stagliano (2010) including information online from the Montana Natural
Heritage Program site and the 2005 Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy.

The western pearlshell mussel was added to Montana’s Species of Concern (S2) list in 2008 due to
declining and/or very limited numbers, range, and/or habitat, making it vulnerable to extirpation in
Montana. Mussel beds previously reported in larger rivers (Blackfoot, Big Hole, and Clark Fork
River) are extirpated or at such low densities that long-term viability is questionable. Surrounding
states listed it as state-threatened or unranked, and declining in Wyoming, Idaho, and Oregon
(NatureServe 2005, online at http://www.natureserve.org/explorer).

Distribution

The Montana Natural Heritage database contains no records for this species in the planning area,
although they have been found in the Blackfoot River downstream of the planning area. Habitats
suitable for mussels are present in the planning area where Westslope cutthroat trout are present
.Based on this information; we believe pearlshell mussels may exist in the analysis area.

Western pearlshell mussels are one of five freshwater mussels of the family Margaritiferidae in North
America. Their range is reported in Pacific drainages from California to southern Alaska. In Montana,
the western pearlshell is the only freshwater mussel found in cold water trout streams west of the
Continental Divide and east of the Divide in headwater streams of the Missouri River basin (MFWP
2005).

For areas in and around the Helena National Forest, the latest surveys by Stagliano (2010) found six
of western pearlshell mussel occurrences in the Blackfoot drainage; four in the Smith River; three in
the Boulder River; and one each in Deep Creek and Dry Creek of the Big Belts range.

The Aquatic Species and Habitat Report (Rief 2014) in the project record provides more detailed
information on this species, including more detail about habitat requirements and distribution.

Habitat Relations

Threats to western pearlshell mussel populations include extensive damming, diversions,
hydroelectric, and other water supply projects that have substantially reduced the range of this
species. Agricultural runoff (eutrophication), unstable substrate, and siltation have also been cited as
major problems to the species (Western Pearlshell - MT Field Guide, online at
http://fieldguide.mt.gov/detail _IMBIV27020.aspx. This species has been added to the Sensitive
Species list by USFS Northern Region (R1) due to the ongoing disruptions of western pearlshell
habitats and the most recent delineation of the species viability in Montana (Stagliano 2010).
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Fisheries Habitats

Existing fisheries habitat conditions throughout areas west of the Continental Divide and within the
analysis area have been described in the following document: The Watershed Baseline Condition for
the Blackfoot River Section 7 Watershed (USDA 2000). As discussed in the Information Used portion
of this document, the baseline and updates to the baseline are assumed to depict the effects of past and
ongoing activities. The habitat element related to fisheries assumed to be most at risk to be affected
(via the travel planning decision) is the sediment habitat indicator. It is commonly accepted among
fishery professionals that elevated sediment levels in stream substrates can have negative effects to
salmonid fishes. Consequently stream sediment is used as an overall means to estimate effects to
fisheries for this project. The rating for sediment in each 6th code HUC is depicted in table 35 above.
Other aspects of existing fish habitat conditions throughout drainages east of the Continental Divide
and within the project analysis area are available in the fishery files with Helena National Forest
fishery personnel. In general, many of the streams have been substantially impacted by a variety of
human related activities, and habitats are substantially less than what would be considered optimum
for salmonids. As shown in table 35, sediment levels are judged to be functioning at risk or
unacceptable risk for all the streams east of the Continental Divide in the planning area.

Trout habitat is essentially the product of interactions among underlying geologies, soils, topography,
vegetation, climate, and hydrology, unique to the area’s watersheds (Meehan 1991, p.5; Swanston
1991, p. 139). These drainage characteristics and processes remain fairly constant setting up
conditions for optimum production of aquatic life forms (Meehan 1991, p.5). When natural
disturbance reshapes stream channels, the actual effects on aquatic organisms are often short-lived. In
their natural context, accessory processes like fire, flood flows, insect infestations, disease, wind
throw, and animal activities (e.g. beaver) operate on the stream system to produce improved habitat
quality and productivity in the long term (Swanston 1991, pp. 139-142).

Human land-use activities can disrupt the delicate balance of these interactions producing persistent
changes in habitat that can reduce natural fish production and population viability (Meehan 1991, pp.
1-6; Waters 1995, pp. 1, 17). The Blackfoot travel planning area traditionally has been managed for
non-fishery resources. These include timber harvest, mining, livestock grazing, forest transportation
and recreation. Other human activities that affected fish habitat included beaver removal, irrigation
withdrawals, development activities on private inholdings, and utility corridors.

Cumulatively, these activities impair natural stream functions to varying degrees in the analysis area
by accelerating erosion and sedimentation, altering surface flows, reducing vegetation cover, and
destabilizing or degrading stream channels. In general, any ground disturbing activity has potential to
increase erosion and exacerbate excess sediment delivery within a watershed, in turn lowering the
natural fish production capabilities (carrying capacity) of streams (Hicks et al. 1991). Hence,
excessive sediment delivery that persists beyond natural background levels becomes the common
denominator of various land-use activities affecting fish habitat (Meehan 1991).

Forest roads have been tagged as producing the majority of excess sediment amongst forest activities
and management practices (Anderson 1971, Anderson et al. 1976, Cederholm et al. 1981, Furniss et
al. 1991, Waters 1995) followed by past mining disturbance and streambank destabilization and
degradation in active grazing allotments. The degree which road construction and maintenance has on
altering sediment production in a watershed varies substantially and is not possible to quantify
accurately. In general, the magnitude and risk for sediment delivery from roads, including other land
use activities, is a function of the amount of surface disturbance (acres disturbed) and proximity to
streams within a given sub-watershed. The specific effects on trout and trout habitat from excessive
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erosion and sedimentation are discussed in more detail under the Environmental Consequences
section.

The road-fisheries relationship extends beyond the risk of chronic excess sedimentation. A second
risk element is road proximity to streams. When roads are constructed adjacent to a stream they
constrain the channel resulting in a stream limited in its ability to access its historic floodplain and
often result in the removal of riparian vegetation to accommodate the road right-of-way. Such roads
change the physical attributes of trout habitat by reducing pools, meanders, undercut banks,
streamside vegetation/shading, large woody debris recruitment, and result in higher energy gradients
all rendering the stream less productive for fisheries.

Stream crossings represent a third road risk factor to fish habitat and fish populations. Roads that
cross streams most frequently rely on culverts that often disrupt upstream fish migration. This limits a
fish population’s access to habitat types needed to fulfill their life stage requirements for spawning,
rearing, feeding, over-wintering, security and escapement. Additionally, stream crossings, particularly
culverts, can result in chronic sedimentation impacts during typical water years and catastrophic
effects when floods trigger crossing failure (USDA Forest Service 1998, p. 2). Ford crossings,
especially unimproved fords, directly alter the bed and banks of fish habitat and act as chronic sources
of sediment. Ford crossings located in or near spawning and nursery areas are particularly risky to
sensitive incubating salmonid embryos and fry due to direct vehicular disturbance to the streambed
and banks, and traffic generally causes the streambanks to widen as the banks break down and wash
away (Clarkin et al. 2006. p. 5-1).

Environmental Consequences

Methodology

This report follows procedures outlined in Report FS-683, Roads Analysis: Informing Decisions
about the National Forest Transportation System (USDA Forest Service 1999) customized to local
situations. The effects section takes the broad-scale forestwide roads analysis down to the finer sub-
watershed scale (6" field hydrologic unit code) specific to the Blackfoot travel planning area.

Forest roads can contribute to increased soil erosion, increased sediment delivery and peak flows that
could impact water quality and aquatic habitat, especially if road densities in a watershed are high.
These effects would vary depending on the location of a road on the landscape (sloped or flat
ground), their proximity to streams or drainages, and timing of precipitation events.

To address the proposed road and trail changes on sediment and changes in road stream relationship
that may affect fisheries and other aquatic species habitat, indicators were used as follows:

Measurement Indicators:
¢ Road sediment reduction estimates resulting from road storage or decommissioning in tons
per year

¢ Miles of road or trail reclaimed in the INFISH buffer along streams (riparian habitat
conservation areas)

¢ Number of road stream crossings and relationship to fish bearing streams

+ Miles of high/moderate risk roads and relationship to fish bearing watersheds. Means used to
assess risk of various road segments posed to fish was completed in the Helena National
Forest Roads Analysis Report (USDA Forest Service 2004, pp. 231-232).
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¢ Consistency of alternatives with Forest Plan guidance for threatened, endangered and
sensitive fish and aquatic species

GIS road and stream coverage helped to estimate the number of stream-road intersections and high
risk roads as related to INFISH buffers. Field data from road sediment inventories and culvert
inventories/assessments were completed in 2012 by experienced HNF hydrologic technicians and
field-validated by the forest hydrologist. Data collected in the road sediment survey were of a degree
of precision and accuracy that exceeded the sensitivity of the sediment modeling software.

Streams delineated on topographic maps may, however, under-represent actual streams; conversely
crenulated contour coverage may over-represent streams depending on the rules applied and
individual crenulator (USDA Forest Servi